
























This copy has been supplied by the Library of the University of Otago on the understanding that 
the following conditions will be observed: 
 
1. To comply with s56 of the Copyright Act 1994 [NZ], this thesis copy must only be used for 
the purposes of research or private study. 
 
2. The author's permission must be obtained before any material in the thesis is reproduced, 
unless such reproduction falls within the fair dealing guidelines of the Copyright Act 1994.  
Due acknowledgement must be made to the author in any citation. 
 









MARINE SPATIAL PLANNING IN 
THE MARLBOROUGH SOUNDS 
* 
Matt Earle 
A thesis submitted in partial fulfilment of the degree of Master of 
Planning 
at the University of Otago, Dunedin, New Zealand 





The Marlborough Sounds is an area located at the top of the South Island, and is made up 
of around 1400 kilometres of coastline. Within this area, there is a wide range of uses in 
the marine environment. The Sounds is an important national icon, and has a significant 
range of social, economic, ecological and environmental values attached to the many uses 
that occur there. 
The natural resources of the Marlborough Sounds have been placed under immense 
pressure with the increasing amount of users in the Sounds, and tensions have arisen 
between these users. The adverse impacts of pressure on the Sounds environment is 
demonstrated by the depletion of blue cod caused by over fishing, and there is now a ban 
in place that prevents all blue cod fishing from occurring in the inner Sounds. 
This study aimed to assess whether marine spatial planning, a planning approach where all 
of the activities that occur in an area are looked at in a holistic and integrated way, might 
be successfully implemented in the Sounds. This involved identifying and appraising 
conflicts that exist between users of the Sounds, before analysing the key themes of marine 
spatial planning and using these to recommend an alternative course of action for the 
future. 
A qualitative research approach was used and primary data was collected through 
interviewing a range of users of the Marlborough Sounds, as well as representatives of 
authorities who manage the activities in the area. 
The present research found that there are a number of conflicts between users in the 
Sounds as well as conflicts between users and the environment. Many of these conflicts are 
either associated with the blue cod fishery in the Sounds or aquaculture, and have created 
difficulties for the authorities who manage activities in the Sounds. Greater levels of 
integration between users and authorities may be a way to overcome these difficulties, and 
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More than sixty percent of the world's population now lives within sixty kilometres of the 
coast. The many different uses made of the coast has led to the continual degradation of the 
sea's natural resources throughout the world. Up until recently, the governance of marine 
systems has been primarily sector based, an approach which has often to led to fragmentation 
and spatial mismatches in planning (Crowder and Norse, 2008). This is evident in a lack of 
connection between agencies that are responsible for individual activities or the management 
of specific areas of the marine environment (Douvere, 2008). Unlike land use planning, where 
in many places there is a comprehensive planning process which lays out a vision for future 
growth and development, there are few areas in the marine environment where there is a 
vision for the future use of all activities in an area (Douvere, 2008). 
Previous attempts have not succeeded in effective and efficient management of space in the 
marine area, and have resulted in an overlap of human activities and their objectives which 
often leads to conflict (Douvere, 2008). The many different uses made of the ocean make 
conflict a significant issue, as space and resource allocation in the marine environment are 
limited, while the number of coastal users continues to grow (Post and Lundin, 1996). Rising 
population growth, technological improvements and an increase in activities such as 
aquaculture and eco-tourism have considerably increased the worldwide demand for space in 
the ocean. Douvere (2008) described how in some parts of the world the combined demands 
of human use have exceeded about three times the amount of marine space available. Conflict 











marine environment. Over fishing, loss and destruction of habitat, pollution and cumulative 
effects to the ocean are just some of the problems that have arisen as a result of conflict and 
the over-use of limited resources (Douvere, 2008). These issues are made more complex with 
economic, environmental and social sectors all having different objectives and priorities in the 
ocean space. The existence of many different users and priorities highlight the need for an 
integrated approach to the management of the sea. In recent years there has been development 
of ecosystem based approaches which aim to manage all the human activities in one place. 
Marine spatial planning is one such approach which can be used to address the social, 
economic and environmental aspects of the marine environment, and aims to create a strategic 
marine planning system that will direct decision makers and users towards "more efficient, 
sustainable protection of our marine resource" (Gilland and Laffoley, 2008: 792). Marine 
spatial planning can be useful for managing the multiple uses of marine space in areas where 
conflicts among users and the environment are already clear. In order to achieve successful 
planning of a marine area there needs to be a thorough understanding of the value of marine 
resources to people, the compatibility of human activities with one another as well as an 
understanding of the effects of these activities on the environment (Crowder and Norse, 
2008). This research will consider the principles of marine spatial planning in the context of 
the Marlborough Sounds, an area in the South Island of New Zealand where the issues in the 
marine environment are becoming more and more evident. 
1.2 Research Problem 
The Marlborough Sounds is an area located at the top of the South Island and is made up of 
around 1400km of coastline and includes many different bays. The Sounds has a range of 
social, environmental and economic values that are important locally and to New Zealand. 
There are many different uses made of the Sounds including recreational and commercial 
fishing, aquaculture, eco-tourism, customary activities and a range of other recreational 
activities. The increase in users in the area has put heavy pressure on the natural resources in 
the Sounds, and impacts of this can be seen with the serial depletion of blue cod. Previous 
attempts at addressing the decline in blue cod stocks have failed, and there is now a ban 
imposed by the Minister of Fisheries that prevents all blue cod fishing in the sounds until an 
effective management strategy is established that ensures the sustainability of blue cod. The 










continue to arise between the various coastal stakeholders as there is not enough space or 
resources for all of these activities to operate at a sustainable level in the Sounds. This 
research will investigate the conflict over spatial allocation in the Marlborough Sounds and 
evaluate an alternative way forward so that the Marlborough Sounds can become sustainably 
managed in the future. 
1.3 Aims and Objectives 
The aim of this research is to assess whether marine spatial planning might be successfully 
implemented in the Marlborough Sounds. The following specific objectives were formulated 
to address this aim: 
1. To identify and appraise conflicts that exist over the use and development of the 
marine environment in the Marlborough Sounds. 
2. 
3. 
To identify and analyse the underlying principles in marine spatial planning that may 
be applicable to the management of the Marlborough Sounds. 
To recommend a future course of action for the management and planning of the 
Marlborough Sounds. 
1.4 Rationale 
The depletion of the blue cod stocks in the Marlborough Sounds indicates that there is an 
immediate need for more sustainable management of the activities in the Sounds. The 
previous legislative attempts to maintain fish stocks have failed, which suggests the need for a 
more integrated approach to the management of the Sounds. However, this cannot be 
achieved until all the values of the many different Sounds users are considered, acknowledged 
and incorporated into the future management plans. This research will provide the foundations 
for an integrated approach to management in the Sounds, by embracing the relationship 
between the Marlborough Sounds resources and its users, and the relationship between the 
users themselves. The data which is gathered can then be used to create a more efficient and 
rational use of marine space between competing uses. 
Ehler (2008) explained how ecosystem-based management and marine spatial planning has 
become generally accepted in many places; however what is missing is a clear demonstration 











planning and contribute to this emerging field by using the main themes of marine spatial 
planning and assessing them alongside the Marlborough Sounds. This will help further 
understanding on patterns of interaction between users of the sea, and further understanding 
on the human influence on marine ecosystems. 
1.5 Organisation of the Research 
The research begins in Chapter Two, where there will be a theoretical analysis of marine 
spatial planning, and the key themes that emerge from the literature will be discussed. These 
themes will provide the foundation for the research, and will be used later in the research to 
assess whether marine spatial planning could be successfully implemented in the 
Marlborough Sounds. 
Chapter Three of the research provides a contextual overview of the management of the 
marine environment in New Zealand as well as the relevant legislation and policies. This 
chapter will also outline the current uses of the Sounds and the way in which it is managed at 
present. The methodology that was adopted for this study is outlined in Chapter Four, which 
will provide information on the research approach used, and the techniques that were used to 
gather data for the research. 
Chapters Five, Six and Seven portray the results that were gathered in the field. Chapter Five 
highlights the increasing use of the Sounds and the way in which the authorities of the 
Marlborough Sounds interact. Chapter Six explains the activity of fishing in the Sounds while 
Chapter Seven looks at the use of aquaculture in the Sounds. 
Chapter Eight draws together the key results and discusses how these results relate to the 
themes of marine spatial planning that are identified in Chapter Two. In the conclusion, 
Chapter Nine synthesises the key findings of the research, and provides recommendations and 















Marine Spatial Planning: 
Key Principles and Themes 
2.1 Introduction 
This chapter seeks to examine the theory and underlying principles that are associated with 
marine spatial planning. The chapter will examine the traditional management of the coast, 
before discussing the transition of coastal management towards a more integrated form of 
planning, which provided the foundations for marine spatial planning. The key aspects of 
marine spatial planning will then be discussed, which include: integration, identifying and 
managing conflict, engaging with stakeholders and adaptive management. These themes 
will be analysed, so they can be used to provide assistance later in the research process 
with regards to the management of the Marlborough Sounds. Tools that come under the 
umbrella of marine spatial planning will also be identified, as well as barriers that exist 
over planning in the marine environment. 
2.2 The Evolution of Coastal Management 
Coastal management has formally existed since the 1970s, and since then various terms 
have been used to describe management of the coast, such as coastal zone management, 
coastal resource management, and coastal area management. The management of the 
coast is usually concerned with the coastal zone, which is the interface between the land 
and the sea. The coastal zone is the area where the marine environment and the terrestrial 
environment overlap, and it is in this area where resource managers seek to manage human 
activities. Figure 1 illustrates the way that these environments interact, and shows how 































Figure 2.1: Interaction between the terrestrial environment, marine environment and 
human activities (Source: Thai-Eng, 1993: 82). 
Within the marine and terrestrial environments there are many activities that are of high 
value. Economic uses such as tourism and aquaculture are reliant on the sustainable use of 
resources in the coastal zone, and the many forms of recreational use highlight the social 
values that exist in this zone. It has been widely acknowledged that these coastal values are 
being threatened with the destruction of coastal zone ecosystems, caused by the demand 
placed on them by population and economic growth (Post and Carl, 1996). 
Thai-Eng (1993) suggested that over time this growth has not been managed in an 
effective way, which has created environmental problems and conflicts in the coastal zone . 
Post and Carl (1996) argued that a lack of coordination came about through the traditional 
management of the coast, where aspects of the coast were looked at on an individual basis. 
For example, coastal resources managers dealt with coastal areas while scientists and other 
oceanographers were concerned with the strictly the ocean (Klee, 1999). According to 
Post and Carl (1996) the management system was not addressing economic and social 












problems that were arising with management of the coast led to the evolution of a planning 
approach called integrated coastal zone management. 
Integrated coastal zone management came to the forefront of coastal management during 
the mid 1980s and is designed to "overcome the fragmentation of single sector 
management, the splits in the jurisdiction among different levels of government, and help 
remedy the issues in the land-water interface" (Klee, 1999: 3). Ehler (2003) explained that 
the difference between integrated coastal zone management and coastal management is the 
ability for governments to manage multiple uses across different levels. If these uses are 
not addressed in an effective way then there is likely to be conflicts arising, as well as the 
degradation of coastal resources (Post and Carl, 1996) 
Integrated coastal zone management is considered to be a viable alternative to sector by 
sector management (Thai-Eng, 1993), and it was recognised at the Rio Earth Summit in 
1992 that integrated coastal zone management may be used as a vehicle to head towards 
the global aim of sustainable development. Integrated coastal zone management was set 
out in agenda 21 of the summit, where it is described as a dynamic process that covers 
"information collection, planning, decision making, and the management and monitoring 
of implementation" (United Nations, 1992: np). The inclusion of integrated coastal zone 
management at the Rio Summit demonstrates that there is a global acknowledgement of a 
greater need to manage the coast in an integrated way. The evolution of integrated coastal 
management has had a direct influence on the formation of marine spatial planning. While 
marine spatial planning is a relatively new field, many of the concepts that are discussed in 
the next sector can be connected to integrated coastal zone management. However, 
integrated coastal zone management will not be discussed any further as integrated coastal 
zone management focuses on the terrestrial uses of the coastal zone as well as marine uses. 
This is not directly relevant to the objectives of this research, as this research is mainly 
focused on the direct uses and planning of the sea . 
2.3 Marine Spatial Planning 
Marine spatial planning is the main type of planning theory that this research is based on, 
and the rest of this chapter will discuss the evolution of marine spatial planning and 














2.3.1 The Evolution of Marine Spatial Planning 
The evolution of marine spatial planning is often compared to the development of land use 
planning. Land use planning has traditionally been implemented through a permit by 
permit approach. In this way, decision makers plan for space on land and establish a vision 
for the future. The management of the sea has been much different, and there has been "no 
clearly articulated spatial vision for the future use of marine areas" (Douvere, 2008: 762). 
Young et al. (2007) explained how poor governance of the coastal area has led to the 
escalating crisis in marine ecosystems, particularly with regard to the management of 
specific human uses of marine resources. The use of marine resources is often driven by 
individual economic sectors such as aquaculture. The expansion of these individual sectors 
has led to competition between users and has also put immense pressure on marine 
resources (Crowder and Norse, 2008). Douvere (2008) outlined how at present there is 
little strategic and integrated planning being exercised in relation to all activities taking 
place in marine areas. This has led to various problems such as a spatial and temporal 
overlap of human activities, a lack of connection between offshore activities and onshore 
activities, a lack of conservation of resources, and a lack of investment certainty for users 
of marine resources. These authors highlight the way that the traditional approach of 
managing resources and users of the sea is not working, and that there are few frameworks 
incorporating strategic planning across all activities in the marine environment. 
Douvere and Ehler (2007) recognised that there needs to be a more holistic approach to 
managing the marine environment. Marine spatial planning is a planning approach which 
may allow this to happen, and it is tauted by some as the next necessary extension of 
transparent and open terrestrial planning (Taussik, 2007). Gilliland and Laffoley (2008: 
787), explained that "marine spatial planning is seen by many as an idea whose time has 
come", while Crowder and Norse (2008: 777) stated that marine spatial planning has the 
potential "to reduce problems from sectoral decision making, and address gaps between 
ecological and jurisdictional boundaries". 
2.3.2 Marine Spatial Planning Defined 
As marine spatial planning is a relatively new field, it has yet to be clearly defined, and 
there were several different definitions discovered in the literature. Tyldesley (2004) 
defined marine spatial planning as "a strategic plan for regulating, managing and 



















(Tyldesley, 2004: 54). Douvere and Ehler (2007: 254) had a more specific perspective, and 
saw marine spatial planning as "analysing and allocating parts of three-dimensional marine 
spaces to specific uses, to achieve ecological, economic and social objectives that are 
usually specified through the political process". Although they are slightly different, the 
definitions found in the literature all consider the relationship between humans and the 
marine ecosystem, and contain an element of forward thinking and integration. Young et 
al. (2007) discussed how the 'spatial' element in this type of planning is also very 
important, as planning via a spatial perspective may help identify conflicts between the 
ecological and human components of a marine area. 
2.4 Key Principles of Marine Spatial Planning 
While there is no set definition of what marine spatial planning is, there are a number of 
key principles that are associated with marine spatial planning. These principles are 
important as they provide guidance and a framework to the present research on the 
Marlborough Sounds, and will be discussed in this section. 
2.4.1 Integration 
Integration is recognised as an important part of marine spatial planning. Ehler (2008) 
explained how a lack of integration may exist in coastal planning, where government 
functions are carried out by separate agencies with little coordination. This may result in 
resources being poorly managed and conflicts emerging that were not anticipated. 
Problems with integration may be present when separate pieces of legislation are managed 
by different authorities, which can make it difficult for the different agencies involved in 
resource management to work together. 
Marine spatial planning seeks to use integration to overcome issues in managing the 
marine environment, and there are several ways in which integration may occur. A useful 
way to analyse the types of integration is by viewing integration as either vertical 
integration or horizontal integration (Vallega, 1999). Vertical integration encompasses all 
levels of decision makers, from the national level to the local level. As there are so many 
different decision makers associated with the ocean, it is important that each authority's 
decision is in line with another authority's operations, so that good relationships are 
















must be integration between policy to ensure the consistency of governance from national 
down to a local level. 
Horizontal Integration involves the decision makers who operate across different sectors 
but function at the same level (Vallega, 1999). This dimension of integration involves 
making connections between the diverse range of disciplines that are associated with the 
ocean, and economic, political, and social values must be incorporated into planning 
processes. Vallega (1999: 195) outlined that horizontal integration needs to be optimised to 
the point "where the local community perceives the actions by various decision makers 
centre's as by an individual system". This would require the various sectors to work 
closely together in order to achieve · consistent decision making over managing the 
resources in an area. 
Horizontal integration also includes integration between the various activities and users of 
the marine environment. At most levels, there is little coordination between users of the 
marine environment which may lead to conflict and result in adverse effects on the 
environment. Horizontal integration means incorporating the input of stakeholders, in 
order to help determine the allocation of space in the sea, and therefore reducing conflicts 
and avoiding the depletion of natural resources (Post and Carl, 1996). 
Vertical and horizontal integration is a useful classification of the different types of 
integration, and may assist in identifying areas where better integration is needed in the 
Marlborough Sounds. However, while the above authors are quick to point out the benefits 
of integration between decision makers and users of the sea, there is little discussion on 
practical actions that can be taken to achieve greater integration under marine spatial 
planning. 
2.4.2 Conflict 
The concentration of people and activity in coastal areas would not be a problem if there 
were an infinite supply of coastal resources, but unfortunately this is not the case. As the 
population in coastal areas has steadily grown there has been an increase in the array of 
uses of the sea. As these uses have increased, so too have the conflicts between the uses 
and the users (Ditton et al. 1977) .Identifying conflict is a key component of marine spatial 





















highlighted in the literature that can be used to identify and assess conflict in the marine 
environment. 
In order for conflict in the marine environment to be assessed, it is important to firstly 
establish what the uses of the coast actually are. Many authors have discussed the "coastal 
use concept" (Valega, 1999). This involves looking at three aspects of uses of the coast, 
which are: 1) the types of uses, 2) the relationships between the uses, and 3) the 
relationships between the uses and the ecosystem. Figure 2.2 provides a broad way of 
analysing the many different uses of the sea, which is a useful first step in addressing 
conflict in the marine environment. 
COASTAL USE STRUCTURE 
l l l 
FRAMEWORK OF RELATIONSHIP RELATIONSHIP 
1 
USES BETWEEN USES BETWEEN USES AND 
ECOSYSTEM 
Figure 2.2: The conceptual approach to the coastal use structure (adapted from Valega, 
1999) 
Identifying conflicts 
In order to get to the root of conflicts, it i~ important to break down the conflict between 
uses. Because there are many different uses of the sea, each can have a different effect on 
the environment and/or other users. Gilliland and Laffoley (2008) stated that the 
multiplicity of demands being put on coastal resources must be understood collectively 
and individually if management is to be successful. Understanding the nature of the use of 
resources provides a clearer basis for management actions that follow. Table 2.1 displays 




















Table 2.1: Main types of incompatibility between coastal uses (Vallega, 1999: 174) 
Incompatibility Reason Example 
Locational Two or more uses need to be Conflict between naval 
located in the same place but exercise areas versus 
there is not enough room for mercantile navigation 
all of them 
Organisational One use is organised in terms Navigation (supply vessels and 
damaging other uses others) serving offshore oil and 
gas fields versus cruising and 
yachting 
Environmental One use has impacts on the Marine sanctuary versus 
local ecosystem and therefore thermo electric plant 
damages other uses based on discharging warm water 
the ecosystems conservation 
Visual One use alters scenic values in Heavy manufacturing plants, 
terms that other use(s) can't such as iron and steel plants, 
tolerate versus recreational facilities 
These incompatibilities may be broken down into locational, organisational environmental 
or visual incompatibilities. Incompatibilities can be a key source of conflict as many uses 
of the sea share the same space and natural resources. Analysing the compatibility of uses 
in the sea provides an insight as to how activities affect each other and may how they 
impact upon the environment. Table 2.1 will be useful for grouping the types of conflicts 
that are incompatible in the Marlborough Sounds, and may help reveal trends and patterns 
which can be used to reduce conflict between the different uses of the Sounds . 
The incompatibilities of activities in the sea will often lead to different types of conflict. 
Throughout the literature on marine spatial planning, conflicts are commonly discussed in 
terms of conflict between users, or conflict between users and the environment. These are 
referred to as user-environment conflict and user-user conflict. 
User-Environment Conflict 
User-Environment conflict is where the marine environment is impacted on by human 
activities. This is a significant issue, because competition between user groups creates 
pressure on limited resources. Pressure can lead to a significant range of negative effects, 
such as "over-fishing, loss and destruction of habitat, pollution, climate change, and 






















environment conflicts often exist because of incompatibilities between uses of the sea (as 
shown above in Table 2.1). Crowder and Norse (2008) used the example of bottom 
trawling and protecting biodiversity, as bottom trawling may damage habitat, as well as 
kill organisms that are not targeted by the fishery. This type of incompatibility would be 
categorised as an environmental incompatibility, as one use is impacting upon the 
ecosystem and damaging other uses. Ehler (2008) explained how this type of damage is 
sometimes irreversible, as marine ecosystems hold such delicate thresholds. 
Marine spatial planning offers ways of reducing user-environment conflicts. Under marine 
spatial planning the overall focus of management is based around the entire ecosystem, 
which creates great opportunities to reduce irreversible damage to the marine ecosystem 
(Ehler, 2008). Young et al. (2007) explained how this may be achieved through the 
identification of conflicts early on, which allows resource managers to be able to offer 
constructive ways of addressing uncertainties of complex, heterogeneous and dynamic 
systems. The early identification of conflict provides resource managers with time to work 
out ways to address incompatibilities between users and the environment, and therefore 
gives resources a greater chance of being used more sustainably. 
User - User Conflict 
The other type of conflict that is common in coastal areas is user-user conflict. Douvere 
(2008) explained how overlapping objectives between users of the coastal space results 
may result in user-user conflicts, as not all uses on the ocean are compatible, and some 
activities can have adverse effects on each other. For example, loud and noisy jet ski users 
may conflict with recreational fishers or kayakers who are enjoying the peaceful 
surroundings. In many areas, user-user conflicts are made worse because in the marine 
environment there may be resource managers who are responsible for certain types of 
marine activities, and each one can ignore the others. Crowder and Norse (2008: 776) refer 
to this as a "recipe for conflict". 
Marine spatial planning may help minimise user-user effects by addressing the multiple 
objectives of users of the marine environment through an integrated approach to 
management (Douvere, 2008). For example, developers from across the spectrum in the 
marine environment will be able to identify the marine space and potential conflicts in that 


























Table 2.2 illustrates the types of conflict that may occur between users. Conflict may exist 
between direct users of the sea, such as recreational fishers and commercial fishers over 
the type and amount of fishing allowed in a specific area. Conflict can also occur between 
direct and non direct users. Circin-Sain and Knecht (1998: 68) refer to this type of conflict 
as "philosophical or imagined conflicts". An example of this would be environmentalists 
who oppose commercial fishing as it may damage the marine environment. Finally, 
conflict may occur between different governmental agencies, and may occur either 
vertically or horizontally through different agencies or sectors. Table 2.2 highlights how 
difficult it is to manage the users and people associated with the sea and shows how 
conflict can occur in many forms, which makes it essential for resource managers to be 
well aware of the changing uses of the sea. 
Table 2.2: Types of Conflicts Between Users (Cicin-Sain and Knecht 1998) 
Direct user versus On the establishment or implementation of a particular use; 
Direct user 
On the non-establishment of dismissal of a popular use 
Indirect user Non use versus the use 
versus Direct user 
Public property-sustaining social groups versus direct users 
Local social groups versus direct users 
Remotely located social groups versus direct users 
Environmental-sound social groups versus direct users 
Future generations versus direct users 
Others 
Governmental Agencies of the same governmental level 
Agency versus 
Inter-agency conflicts Governmental 
Agency 

























Examples of User-User and User-Environment Conflict 
Aquaculture provides an example of both user-environment conflict and user-user conflict. 
Aquaculture proposals are difficult to assess, as the effects on the environment are still not 
known, and experts will often vary in their opinions. This has led to a lack of critical 
literature for planners to base their decisions on, which may result in adverse effects on the 
environment (Taussik, 2007). User-user conflicts can occur with aquaculture, as marine 
farms take up space in the sea, and may also impact upon the visual amenity of an area . 
The space used by aquaculture is often occupied by other users of the sea, and activities 
such as pleasure boating and fishing may conflict with this economic use of space. This 
conflict highlights how economic uses of space add another layer of complexity to 
planning in the sea, as resource managers have to find a sensible balance between 
economic and recreational uses of space. 
Recreation in the coastal area is a common source of conflict in the sea. People are 
swimming, fishing, and boating more than before, which puts immense pressure on 
existing resources (Ditton et al. 1977). Recreation in the coastal zone is normally 
controlled and regulated by the public sector, and often conflicts with private sector 
operations such as commercial fishing . 
Another useful way to further understand the nature and use of resources is by 
categorising conflict into actual (already existing) and potential (may exist in the future) 
conflict. Vallega (1999) explained that if this done then potential conflicts may be 
recognised in advance, and measures can be adopted that can assist in diminishing conflict. 
This coincides with the goals of marine spatial planning, as it takes a forward thinking 
approach to managing conflicts in the sea. Addressing conflicts early means that 
cumulative impacts can be avoided, and a structure for effective spatial management may 
be more easily implemented (Young et al. 2007). 
This section has highlighted that conflict can occur in various forms in the marine 
environment, and in any area that marine spatial planning is going to be undertaken, there 
must be an identification of both user-environment and user-user conflict, as most conflicts 
in the sea are interrelated. Although conflict in marine environment will differ from place 
to place, the key principles and types of conflicts that have been discussed in this chapter 






















2.4.3 Engagement with stakeholders 
Engaging with stakeholders is a major component of marine spatial planning as it enables 
the conflicts discussed above to be recognised early on in the planning process. Rivera-
Guieb and Pomeroy (2006: 200) defined stakeholders as "individuals, groups or 
organisations who are, in one way or another, interested, involved or affected (positively 
or negatively) by a particular project or action towards resource use". 
If engagement with stakeholders is done during the early stages of marine spatial planning, 
then resource managers can identify the "full suite of human activities" in spatially 
coherent areas (Crowder and Norse, 2008: 777), and can reveal the demands of differing 
social, economic and environmental uses (Gilliland and Laffoley, 2008). Ehler (2008: 841) 
argued that it is important that consultation is undertaken early in the process as people are 
at the centre of marine spatial planning, and "the setting of objectives and management 
measures are ultimately a matter of societal choice". The setting of objectives was also 
acknowledged as important by Douvere and Pomeroy (2008), who explained how 
stakeholders need to be involved and contribute to the setting of priorities, objectives and 
key desired outcomes in the marine environment. 
In order for objectives to be set the stakeholders firstly need to be identified. A popular 
way of achieving this is through the use of stakeholder analysis. stakeholder analysis can 
be useful to identify, differentiate between and investigate the relationships between 
stakeholders (Reed et al. 2009). Through stakeholder analysis, information on coastal 
users such as behaviour, interests, agendas, and influence can be examined (Brugha and 
Varvasovsky, 2000). Information that is gathered from stakeholders in the marine 
environment is likely to differ as a result of factors such as history of use, social 
organization, values and perceptions, and pattern or type of use (Douvere and Pomeroy, 
2008). This information can then be used to analyse current actual conflicts as well as help 
prepare for and reduce potential conflicts. 
Stakeholder analysis has become adopted in natural resource management policy, as it 
"emphasises the legitimacy of stakeholder involvement and empowerment in decision 
making processes" (Reed et al. 2009: 1936). Another benefit of stakeholder analysis in 
coastal management is that it can be applied at various levels and in different degrees of 
detail (Grimble and Wellard, 1996). This means that stakeholder analysis can be adapted 




























unique range of coastal uses and users. More details on the process behind stakeholder 
analysis are discussed in the methodology chapter of the present research. 
Encouraging stakeholder involvement will not only provide more knowledge on marine 
ecosystems, but will also increase the legitimacy of marine planning systems (Young et al. 
2007). Susskind et al. (2000) explained how if stakeholders voices are heard and 
acknowledged early in the process, then these parties will be more likely to accept 
legitimate outcomes that may not necessarily be in their favor. This can create a close 
connection between managers and stakeholders, and may create "a situation that increases 
feedback and encourage adaptive management" (Carlson and Eerkes, 2005: 66). 
Engaging with stakeholders is a major part of marine spatial planning and is especially 
important in the Marlborough Sounds, as there is such a diverse range of users. Although 
gaining an input from the full spectrum of stakeholders in the Sounds may be difficult, it is 
clear that the gains from involving people in the planning process will be very significant 
and worthwhile. 
2.4.4 Adaptive Management 
One way to ensure that engaging with stakeholders takes place is by implementing 
adaptive management. Adaptive management is a vital function of marine spatial planning, 
and should be thought of as "learning by doing" (Ehler, 2008: 842). As well as the 
ecosystem's natural processes changing, human values, processes and activities are 
constantly evolving. For these reasons decision makers need to be on the alert, and 
government systems will require constant attention (Young et al. 2007). 
Monitoring is a key part of adaptive management, as the objectives and key desired 
outcomes of planning processes need to be closely measured over a period of time to see 
whether or not they are being achieved. Ehler (2008: 841) stated that "monitoring, 
reporting and evaluation are critical functions that allow marine spatial planning to adapt 
to changing conditions". Monitoring is also important as perceptions about initial problems 
and objectives discussed by stakeholders will change over time, and planning processes 
need to be flexible enough to cope with these changes (Ehler, 2003). 
To successfully implement marine spatial planning, governments must engage in adaptive 
management and closely adjust existing practices. Governance must not be thought of as 
























subject to change, and may result in several plans, policies and proposals (Tyldeseley, 
2004). 
2.5 Implementing Marine Spatial Planning 
There are several considerations that should be taken into account before marine spatial 
planning is implemented. These considerations be discussed below, alongside tools which 
can be used to assist in the implementation of marine spatial planning. 
2.5.1 Geographic Scope 
Marine spatial planning must be carried out in areas where it there is a suitable geographic 
area, so that all of the activities in the marine environment can be looked at together. 
Crowder and Norse (2008) explained that knowing where human activities and 
jurisdictional borders are is a crucial first step in the process. Young et al. (2007) stated 
that this is not always easy, as boundaries of marine ecosystems may be hard to define, and 
often maps do not address the spatial structure and location of human and biophysical 
processes in the marine environment (Fowler & Treml, 2001). 
The three dimensional aspect of the ocean also make it difficult to decide where to carry 
out marine spatial planning, and many of the processes that take place underwater are still 
unknown and are constantly changing (Young et al. 2007). In order to address some of the 
issues with geographic scope, Gilliland and Laffoley (2008) explained how best practice of 
defining and planning boundaries under marine spatial planning is achieved by finding a 
sensible balance between socio-political and jurisdictional considerations, and ecosystem 
boundaries such as geography and oceanography. The factors surrounding geographic 
scope highlight how jurisdictional and planning boundaries may influence whether marine 
spatial planning could be successfully implemented in the Sounds. 
2.5.2 Mapping and GIS 
Marine spatial planning will differ from place to place, but physical mapping of the coastal 
area overlayed with human uses in considered a tool which us useful to managing the 
marine environment. Young et al. (2007) explained how this kind of mapping may then be 
combined with the political and jurisdictional boundaries of the area, as well as the socio 
economic uses such as aquaculture and commercial fishing. With the use of these various 




















suitable for place based management, and the spatial and temporal dynamics of marine 
systems can be understood (Crowder, 2003, Crowder and Norse, 2008). 
2.5.3 Zoning 
Although zoning is certainly an option under the umbrella of marine spatial planning, there 
are a number of non regulatory actions that can be taken without going as far as prescribed 
spatial allocations (Gilliland et al. 2004). Zoning is only one tool of marine spatial 
planning, and a mix of both regulatory and non-regulatory tools, such as community driven 
codes of practice will be needed to influence the performance of human activities in an 
area (Douvere and Ehler, 2007). Zoning is already used in the Marlborough Sounds for 
activities such as mussel farming, but there may be other ways in which it could be used to 
enhance the management of the marine environment. 
2.5.4 International Examples of Marine Spatial Planning 
Despite marine spatial planning being a relatively new planning approach, guidelines and 
principles are being developed which are taking the process beyond the conceptual level 
(Ehler, 2008). Ehler explained that a lot can be learnt from the marine spatial planning 
'pioneers', and analysing and documenting the lessons learned from international case 
studies will provide insights as to how marine spatial planning can be implemented past 
the conceptual level. 
There has been successful use of marine spatial planning at the Great Barrier Reef Marine 
Park in Australia. Here the marine environment is managed by the government, and zoning 
of different uses in the sea has been a successful way of reducing conflict and maintaining 
the environment (Klee, 1999). Elements of marine spatial planning can also be seen in 
England, where there has been a shift towards an open and integrated approach to coastal 
management, brought on by the "increasing concern about the overexploitation of marine 
resources" (Taussik, 2007: 614). 
In New Zealand there have already been elements of integration seen with the changes in 
the management of the coast with the "Guardians of Fiordland", where the community 
took to establishing a new process in order to sustainably manage their marine 
environment. There have also been movements in Kaikoura with "Team Korowai", a 
community group which is aiming to establish a plan to sustain Kaikoura's unique 




















The international and national changes in coastal management show how there is a 
promising future with regards to implementing forward thinking marine spatial planning 
processes in the marine environment. While these examples are positive and there may be 
some lessons that can be learned about implementing marine spatial planning, it is 
important to realise that coastal areas differ enormously from place to place, and there is 
not one set of principles that can be successful in an area. 
2.6 Barriers to Implementing Marine Spatial Planning 
There are certain barriers that need to be overcome if marine spatial planning is to be 
successfully implemented in an area, and these will be discussed below. 
2.6.1 Time and Cost 
The timeframe of marine spatial planning is important, especially as the whole process 
revolves around looking forward into the future. Engaging with stakeholders can be a long, 
drawn out process and it is important that everybody involved is aware of this before any 
changes begin. Cost is also an issue, as marine spatial planning will incur costs through 
consultation and the drawing up of plans, and it is necessary for governments to gain 
support from stakeholders to reduce the chances of failure (Gilliland and Laffoley, 2008).It 
must also be remembered that coastal management is a dynamic process, and unanticipated 
events will occur. 
2.6.2 Science and Politics 
Ehler (2008) outlined how the scope of marine spatial planning has not yet been clearly 
defined, and many terms associated with the management of the marine environment are 
commonly used inconsistently. Often the views between science and politics are 
completely different, which can put a halt to any form of marine spatial planning being 
undertaken. Science in the marine environment is usually based on long term data, which 
means that results can take decades to produce. In contrast, the time frames in politics are 
short and decision makers often want changes and decisions rapidly, as they are driven by 
political agendas (Plasman, 2008). This shows how difficulties may arise when 
establishing planning rules, plans and policies in the marine environment. 
There is also no clear system established surrounding the way politics and science should 
interact over marine issues. Douvere and Ehler (2007) explain how unlike land use 
























regulated by a number of agencies with no generic set approach. There will need to be 
broad political support if marine spatial planning is to succeed (Young et al. 2007), and 
governmental interests need to be clearly aligned with the incentives of stakeholders for 
political support to be established (Crowder and Norse, 2008).The barriers presented above 
will need to be addressed in the Marlborough Sounds if marine spatial planning is to be 
implemented in the future. 
2.7 Conclusion 
This chapter aimed to identify the most effective ways that the coastal areas can be 
managed. It highlighted that single sector management of the coast is no longer an 
acceptable way of managing the many different uses of the complex marine environment. 
Traditional single sector management has led to the degradation of the marine environment 
and has raised conflicts been the users of the sea. Marine spatial planning is seen by many 
as the best possible way of managing the coast, as it looks at the environment as a whole 
and aims to manage all activities operating in an area. Integration, conflict, engaging with 
stakeholders, and adaptive management are the key components that are associated with 
marine spatial planning, and these should all be considered in the research process. There 
are some barriers that need to be considered, and there is little written on specific methods 
and techniques on the implementation of marine spatial planning. Despite this, the key 
themes that were identified in this chapter will provide guidance in assessing whether 























New Zealand's Marine Environment 
and the Marlborough Sounds 
3.1 Introduction 
This chapter will outline the main uses of New Zealand's marine environment and provide 
a contextual overview of the Marlborough Sounds. This will include looking at the 
location, demographics, management and uses of the Sounds. 
3.2 Uses of the Marine Environment in New Zealand 
There are many different uses of the marine environment in New Zealand, and this section 
will outline the main uses that are relevant to the present research. 
3.2.1 New Zealand Fisheries 
New Zealand has a 200 mile Exclusive Economic Zone and has a wide range of ocean 
characteristics from subtropical waters in the North to sub-Antarctic water in the South 
(Ministry of Fisheries, 2009a). Within this region there are currently 129 species, separated 
into 96 groups of species that are managed under New Zealand's Quota Management 
System. The Quota Management System is implemented by the Ministry of Fisheries 
under the Fisheries Act 1996, and controls the total catch for virtually all of the fish stocks 
found within New Zealand's Exclusive Economic Zone. 
3.2.2 Commercial Fishing 
Commercial fishing plays a significant role in New Zealand's economy and the Quota 


















the environment. The Quota Management System works by limiting the total quantity of 
fish that can be taken by commercial fishers, and is based on a maximum sustainable yield 
(Te Ara, 2009). Each total quantity of fish that is allowed to be taken for each Quota 
Management System fishery is known as the Total Allowable Catch. From the Total 
Allowable Catch an allowance is made for recreational and customary fishing, while the 
remainder is available to the commercial sector and is known as the Total Allowable 
Commercial Catch. 
3.2.3 Customary Fishing 
Fisheries have traditionally been a source of economic and cultural wealth for iwi and 
hapu, and seafood plays a major part in Maori history and heritage (Ministry of Fisheries, 
2009c ). Customary fisheries have undergone significant change within the past few 
decades. The introduction of the Maori Fisheries Act 1989 and the 1992 Deed of 
Settlement began to see Maori fishing rights under article two of the Treaty of Waitangi 
being recognised. The allocation and transfer of Maori fisheries assets has recently been 
made easier with the introduction of the Maori Fisheries Act 2004 (Te Ohu Kaimoana, 
2009), which provides for the development of the interests of iwi in fisheries, fishing and 
fisheries related activities. Tangata Whenua is also strongly involved in the management of 
fisheries as acknowledged under part XI of the Fisheries Act 1996 where iwi's may 
request 'mataitai reserves' and 'taiapure-local fisheries' which create a traditional fishing 
management strucuture (Te Ohu Kaimoana, 2009). 
3.2.4 Recreational Fishing 
Recreational fishing is a popular pastime for many New Zealanders. The Quota 
Management System allows for around sixty species to be caught in New Zealand by 
recreational fishers under the Total Allowable Catch. Individual daily bag limits and 
minimum size limits apply to most species, and the recreational allowance is often 
reviewed when a commercial quota is set or changed. There are many recreational fishing 
groups throughout New Zealand who help keep the Ministry of Fisheries informed on 
stock levels and other details in their local areas. There are also several overriding groups 



















Aquaculture is defined as "the cultivation of aquatic animals and plants, especially fish, 
shellfish and seaweed, in a natural or controlled marine or freshwater environment" 
(Ministry for the Environment, 2008). In order for aquaculture to thrive there needs to be 
unpolluted, nutrient rich, calm waters (Aquaculture NZ, 2008a). New Zealand waters are 
host to above conditions which has lead to a huge boom in the aquaculture industry and 
there are currently around 1200 farms which puts $285 million dollars into New Zealand's 
economy annually (NZ Parliamentary Bills, 2004). The rapidly changing aquaculture 
industry has meant that the management and legislation has had to change and adapt to 
keep up with the increasing demand for aquaculture. 
History 
Prior to the 1990s marine farming was a small industry with only a few mussel farms 
spread around New Zealand, but during the 1990's the aquaculture industry boomed, and 
has continued to grow at an excessive rate ever since (Aquaculture NZ, 2008b). Prior to 
2005, marine farm applicants would have to go through a complex process before any type 
of marine farm could be operated. Applicants would need resource consent under the 
Resource Management Act from their Regional Council. This consent would be for 
occupation, and the applicant may have also required permits for structures or discharges 
(Aquaculture NZ, 2008c). In addition to this, applicants would also require a marine 
farming permit from Ministry of Fisheries under the Fisheries Act (1983). With this 
process, lengthy time delays arose due to the overlapping and contrasting approaches 
between the Resource Management Act 1991, the Marine Farming Act 1971 and the 
Fisheries Act 1983. It became clear that the existing management and legislative system 
was not coping, so in 2004 the government designed a new system. 
The Aquaculture Reform Act 2004 
On January 18\ 2005, a new act called the Aquaculture Reform Act 2004 was introduced. 
This is act is closely related to the Resource Management Act 1991, and under the act the 
lead roles in processing aquaculture applications is transferred to regional councils 























demand for marine space in a controlled way to balance the environment and users of the 
coastal marine area which include residential and commercial fishers, iwi, marine farmers, 
communities, other commercial users, boaties, and others" (Aquaculture NZ, 2008a: np). 
Aquaculture Management Areas 
The main change that was brought in with the Aquaculture Reform Act 2004 was the 
introduction of Aquaculture Management Areas. This is where Regional Councils decide 
what locations and species are appropriate for aquaculture in their regions before 
establishing specific areas where aquaculture can occur. These areas then become 
designated especially for marine farming in the regional coastal plan, and from then on 
aquaculture projects can only be established within these Aquaculture Management Areas, 
and any marine farming activity outside the specified Aquaculture Management Areas 
becomes a prohibited activity (Aquaculture NZ, 2008a). 
The new process of Aquaculture Management Areas means that affected parties can have 
their say at the initial stages of the process when the plan change occurs. This means that 
comments and submissions no longer need to be made on single resource consent 
applications, which is designed to speed up the consent process. 
The Aquaculture Moratorium 
In order for the new aquaculture system to be established, the government introduced a 
moratorium from the end of November in 2001 for two years. The moratorium was then 
extended until the beginning of 2005 to "ensure aquaculture reform would be consistent 
with foreshore and seabed legislation" (Aquaculture NZ, 2008b: 2). This extension meant 
that Maori interests could be addressed in both policy and legislation (Ministry for the 
Environment, 2003). This moratorium prohibited regional councils from considering all 
resource consent applications for aquaculture activities that had not already been notified 
(Nugent, 2004), and allowed councils to plan for aquaculture without having to process 
large numbers of resource consent applications at the same time (NZ Parliamentary Bills, 
2001). The Moratorium has now been lifted, but there are still transitional issues taking 













3.2.6 Management and Legislation of New Zealand's Marine Environment 
There are a range of agencies that are responsible for the management of New Zealand's 
coastal and marine environment. The different agencies have various economic, social and 
environmental roles which are shared between local and central government (Biodiversity 
NZ, 2000). A list and description of these agencies can be seen in Appendix A. There are 
also many acts and policies that relate to the marine environment in New Zealand. The 
most significant national policies and plans relevant to this research can be viewed in 
Appendix B. 
3.3 The Marlborough Sounds 
3.3.1 Overview 
The Marlborough Sounds is located at the top of the South Island (see Figure 3.1), and is 
the South Island's north-easternmost point, located between Tasman Bay in the west and 
Cloudy Bay in the South-East. 
Figure 3.1: New Zealand map showing location of Marlborough Sounds (Source: adapted 
from Heather Lander, 2006) 
The Sounds is made up of around 1400km of coastline, and includes many different water 
ways and inlets. The Sounds is broken down into many different parts, but there are three 
main Sounds which are Pelorus Sound, Keneperu Sound and Queen Charlotte Sound. The 























Havelock are the main gateways to the Sounds, however there are a range of other entry 
points. The inner Sounds is most easily accessed by land, whereas the majority of the 
outer Sounds can only be accessed via the water. 
3.3.2 Demographics 
The Marlborough District is home to around 43,000 people, and increased around seven 
percent between 2001 and 2006 (Statistics NZ, 2006). It is difficult to establish the number 
of people who live in the Marlborough Sounds, because while there are people who reside 
permanently in the Sounds, many people are temporary residents who come and go 
throughout the year. 
3.3.3 Governance 
The Marlborough Sounds is governed by the Marlborough District Council, which is one 
of four unitary authorities in New Zealand. This means that the Council has the functions, 
powers and responsibilities of both a territorial authority and a regional council. The 
Council administers the Marlborough Regional Policy Statement which is developed in 
line with the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement. Under the aim of sustainable 
management in the Resource Management 1991 the council has developed two resource 
management plans, the Wairau/ A watere Resource Management Plan and the Marlborough 
Sounds Resource Management Plan. Both of these plans are combined regional, district 
and coastal plans. Figure 3.2 shows the way in which the plans and policies relate to each 
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Figure 3.2: Relationship between the Marlborough Regional Policy Statement and other 
Policy Statements and Plans (Source: Marlborough District Council, 1995). 
Marlborough Regional Policy Statement 
The Marlborough Regional Policy Statement is prepared in accordance with the Resource 
Management Act 1991, and aims to provide a community based vision and direction for 
the management of the natural and physical resources of Marlborough in order to 
"integrate the management of different resources and provide fair and equitable treatment 
of different activities which may be competing for or affecting resources (Marlborough 
District Council, 1995:1). The Marlborough Regional Policy Statement is currently under 
review, and is due to be released for public feedback in early 2010. There are several parts 
in the current Marlborough Regional Policy Statement that relate to the use of the marine 
environment in the Marlborough Sounds and the conflicts that may exist. These parts 
include: 
• Part 5.3: Protection of Ecosystems - Coastal Marine 
• Part 7 .1: Community Wellbeing 
















Within these parts there are issues, objectives, policies, methods and anticipated 
environmental outcomes that are discussed. A summary of the above parts can be seen in 
Appendix D of the present research. It should be noted that there are policies in this 
document which relate to the land impacts on the marine ecosystem, such as effects from 
point source discharges, however these are not portrayed in the Appendix D, as this 
research is mainly focused on the direct uses of the marine environment. 
Marlborough Sounds Resource Management Plan. 
The purpose of this plan is to promote the sustainable management of the natural and 
physical resources of the Marlborough Sounds area including the coastal environment 
while avoiding, remedying and mitigating any adverse effects of activities on the 
environment, and to promote the integrated management of that area (Marlborough 
District Council, 2003). The plan is a combined regional, district and coastal plan which 
means that it deals with a wide range of issues, as guided by the Marlborough Regional 
Policy Statement. 
There are several sections in the plan which relate to the use of space and activities that 
operate in the marine environment. Section 4, Indigenous Vegetation and Habitats of 
Indigenous Fauna, has policies surrounding important coastal and marine habitats that 
need to be protected in the Sounds. Section 8, Public Access, has policies regarding public 
access to space in the coastal marine area, and acknowledges how structures such as 
marine farms can restrict access to these areas. Section 5, Coastal Marine, discusses a 
range of issues associated with the coastal marine area and contains policies relating to the 
adverse effects of activities on the natural and physical resources of the Sounds, such as 
discharges from water and land based activities. 
Zoning is one of the methods used to address the issues covered in the plan, and the 
relevant zones of the Marlborough Sounds can be seen in Appendix E. The coastal marine 
area is split into two coastal marine zones, Coastal Marine Zone 1 and Coastal Marine 
Zone 2, and rules are used to control activities and structures in these zones. Coastal 
Marine Zone 1 is where marine farms are prohibited as they may have a significant 
adverse effect on navigational safety, recreational opportunities, natural character, 
ecological systems or cultural, residential, or amenity values. Coastal Zone 2 is where 
mussel farming may occur, but only out to 50 metres from mean low water mark, and 





























activity. However, these areas may be suitable for fin fish farming and consent may be 
granted through the resource consent process. 
Long Term Council Community Plan 
The Long Term Council Community Plan is developed by the Marlborough District 
Council. This plan aims to describe the type of place that Marlborough could be in the year 
2016, and outlines the activities that the council proposes to undertake in the next ten 
years. The council seeks guidance from the community regarding the future of 
Marlborough region, however this is not specific to the Marlborough Sounds. 
3.3.4 Uses of the Marlborough Sounds 
There are a wide range of uses of the Sounds, and these uses vary from recreational to 
economic uses. Recreational uses of the Sounds include activities such as fishing, pleasure 
boating, kayaking, scalloping, sailing, diving, tramping. Recreational activities are most 
popular during the summer months, as the Sounds is a holiday destination for many people 
around New Zealand. 
There is also a wide range of economic uses of the Sounds, such as eco-tourism, farming, 
commercial fishing, forestry and aquaculture. In Marlborough there are approximately 
1000 people directly employed in aquaculture, and there are many mussel farms located 
throughout the Sounds (see Appendix H). Picton is a popular place for tourism, as it is the 
linking point with the North Island in and out of which the inter-islander ferries operate. 
A large proportion of the land in the Sounds is reserve, and there are over fifty reserves in 
the Sounds which are managed by the Department of Conservation (See Appendix H). 
There is also a marine reserve located at Long Island in Queen Charlotte Sound (see 
Appendix E). This reserve was created in 1993 and protects fish and shellfish, as well as 
other animals like seals, penguins and seabirds that live on the land but feed in the sea. 
Customary Uses 
The Marlborough Sounds is rich in Maori and European history. The Mana Whenua of the 
Marlborough iwi is acknowledged through the Long term Council Community Plan. In 
this plan there are eight iwi that have tangata whenua status: 
• Ngai Tahu 







• N gati Koata 
• N gati Rama 
• Ngati Toa 
• Rangitane 
• TeAti Awa 
The holistic system of values is important to the iwi of Marlborough. These values include: 
the environment, way of life, spiritual and customary values and healthy body. The water 
quality, pollution, waahi tapu and introduced species are all issues in the Marlborough 
Sounds that iwi have recognised as important. 
3.3.5 The Blue Cod Moratorium 
Fishing for blue cod in the Marlborough Sounds is a popular pastime and concerns over 
the depletion of the blue cod fishery have existed since the 1990s. There have been several 
measures taken to address the problem, the most recent being in 2003 where there was a 
reduction of the daily bag limit and the minimum legal size of blue cod for the Sounds was 
increased. However, these measures have not worked and as of the 1st October 2008 there 
was a four year closure put on blue cod fishing in the Sounds. This includes all 'enclosed 
waters' of Pelorus, Keneperu, Queen Charlotte Sounds and Tory Channel. Figure 3.3 
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Figure 3.3: Closed areas to blue cod fishing in the Marlborough Sounds (Source: Ministry 
of Fisheries, 2008). 
3.4 Conclusion 
This chapter has provided a broad overview of how New Zealand's marine environment is 
managed as well as contextual insights on the location, governance, and uses of the 
Marlborough Sounds. The Sounds is a geographically unique area, and this chapter has 
provided the research with the foundations to further study the activities, uses, and 
allocation of space in the Sounds. The next chapter will outline the methodology that was 










The purpose of this chapter is to outline the methodology that was used during the process 
of collecting and processing data in the Marlborough Sounds. The methods that are 
described in this chapter all contributed to research's aim, to assess whether marine spatial 
planning might be successfully implemented in the Marlborough Sounds. There were 
several approaches and techniques used in the study, and this section will discuss these 
with regard to research design, and the collection and analysis of data. Finally, reflections 
and limitations of the present research will be covered in this section. 
4.2 Research Design 
In the present research, an interpretive paradigm has been used. This is because an 
interpretive approach to research is based on understanding and describing social actions 
and processes (Davidson and Tolich, 2003). Social processes and actions have resulted in 
many different values between users in the Sounds, and it is important that these values are 
understood in order to help identify and assess conflict between users. If these patterns of 
human behaviour are understood then greater policies and plans can be put in place to cater 
for the users of the Sounds, as more effective, meaningful and accurate decisions can be 
made by the resource managers in the Sounds. Although this research is based around the 
use of natural resources in the Marlborough Sounds, it is essentially the relationship 
between people and the way that they interact with the natural resources that this study has 
focused on. For these reasons an interpretative approach fitted well within the social 









4.2.1 Qualitative Research 
The study is orientated around qualitative research, which Creswell (1998: 15) described 
as "an inquiry process of understanding based on distinct traditions of inquiry that explore 
a social or human problem". Creswell went on to explain how through qualitative research 
a complex, holistic picture is built which reports detailed views of informants and conducts 
study in a natural setting. A qualitative approach was chosen for this research as the issues 
addressed in this study are based around human relationships with each other, and human 
relationships with the environment in a specific context, that being the Marlborough 
Sounds. Qualitative research can be used in research where theories are not available to 
explain behaviours of participants in their natural setting (Creswell, 1998). Theories and 
processes drawn from elsewhere are not applicable in the Marlborough Sounds because of 
the unique social, economic and environmental make up that the Sounds is host to. The 
research conducted in the Marlborough Sounds allowed for a small scale, holistic and 
descriptive analysis which highlighted uses and conflicts that exist in the Sounds. 
Qualitative research also allowed the patterns of human behaviour in the Sounds to be 
revealed which meant that more effective decisions and recommendations could be made 
at the conclusion of this research. 
4.3 Data Collection 
A mix of both primary and secondary data collection methods were used throughout the 
research, and triangulation was used to validate the collected data. 
4.3.1 Triangulation 
When undertaking qualitative research, there are a number of methods that can be used to 
collect data, and each method contains its own strengths and weaknesses. Denscombe 
(2003) explained how different methods can be used to collect data on the same subject or 
issue, and each of these methods will produce a different kind of data on the same topic. 
This then allows the researcher to compare and contrast the various formats of. data, and 
understand and interpret the data in a more effective way. The researcher can then validate 
results and "obtain a more substantive picture of reality and a more complete array of 
theoretical concepts and symbols" (Berg, 1998: 5). This process is known in research as 
triangulation, which Valentine (2005) explained as a way of using different bearings to 









controversial topic with many different viewpoints so it was therefore important that 
triangulation was used during the research, and it ensured that results were validated and 
the viewpoints of the stakeholders were accurately represented. 
4.3.2 Secondary Data Collection 
Secondary data was initially analysed by way of a plan and policy content analysis. This 
involved examining New Zealand's existing laws and planning documents that are 
associated with the management of the sea. This was an important stage of the research as 
it provided a contextual overview of how the different agencies and sectors interact and 
manage the wide range of uses of the sea throughout New Zealand. Resources that were 
reviewed included: 
• New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 
• Resource Management Act 1991 
• Aquaculture Reform Act 2004 
• Maori Fisheries Act 2004 
• Fisheries Act 1996 
• Marine Protected Areas Policy 
• New Zealand Biodiversity Strategy 
After the overriding national structure of coastal management, the structure and 
management of the Marlborough region was examined through analysis of documents such 
as the Marlborough Sounds Resource Management Plan, the Marlborough Regional Policy 
Statement and discussion documents that were prepared by the Marlborough District 
Council and the Marlborough community. This provided contextual insights to the region 
and helped to narrow the scope of the research before primary data collection began. 
Secondary data was also collected through a review of relevant academic literature relating 
to spatial allocation issues in the marine environment. Sanrantakos (1998) explained how a 
literature review enables the researcher to develop an understanding of the research 
problem, as well as revealing whether additional exploration is required. The literature 









addressing spatial allocation in the Marlborough Sounds, and from here the main themes 
that should be taken into consideration when managing the multiple uses of the sea were 
identified. 
As well as identifying themes, the literature provided a framework which was suitable for 
application in the Marlborough Sounds. A qualitative technique called stakeholder 
analysis was used, which is defined as "an approach and procedure for gaining 
understanding of a system by means of identifying the key actors and stakeholders and 
assessing their respective interests in that system" (Douvere and Pomeroy, 2008: 818). The 
tools under stakeholder analysis can be used to generate data about relevant actors and 
stakeholders to understand their "behaviour, intentions, interrelations, agendas, interests, 
and the influences they may have on decision making processes" (Brugha and 
Varvasovszky, 2000a: 239). Stakeholder analysis works well with a qualitative approach 
and can operate on a local level where individuals and representatives can be interviewed 
individually. Reed et al. (2009) explained that stakeholder analysis is suitable for use in 
the natural resource environment where there are various stakeholders who use the same 
resources for different purposes, such as in the Marlborough Sounds. 
The review of literature on stakeholder analysis and marine spatial planning highlighted 
some of the criteria which may be used to categorise and analyse the data amongst the 
stakeholders in a marine environment (see Table 4.1). The criteria in Table 4.1 helped to 
shape the questions and research approach that was used during the semi-structured 
interviews during the primary data collection phase. This criteria was then useful later in 















Table 4.1: Stakeholder Analysis criteria applied during primary data collection (Douvere 
and Pomeroy, 2008: 819) 
Existing rights to marine and coastal resources. 
Continuity of relationship to resource. 
Unique knowledge and skills for the management of the resource. 
Historical and cultural relations to the resource. 
Degree of economic and social reliance on the resource. 
Degree of effort and interest in management. 
Equity in access to the resources and distribution of benefits from their use . 
Compatibility of the interests and activities of the stakeholders. 
Present or potential impact of the activities of the stakeholders on the resource base. 
Losses or damages incurred during the management process 
4.3.3 Primary Data Collection 
Primary data was initially collected through participant observation at the Marlborough 
Sounds Fishery Forum 2009, where there was a range of marine and fishery issues 
discussed by government representatives as well as the Marlborough Sounds community. 
This involved talking to people about the issues that are evident in the Marlborough 
Sounds and it provided a valuable local insight into the research problem. 
Primary data was also collected through semi-structured interviews with key informants 
who were representative of a wide range of organisations and sectors associated with the 
Sounds. Douvere and Pomeroy (2008) explained how interviewing knowledgeable experts 
about stakeholders in an area is a comprehensive method of gathering data. Many of the 
key informants that were spoken to were representatives of certain groups that are 
associated with the Sounds and were very knowledgeable. Another research technique, 
'snowballing', was used during the process of collecting primary data. This occurred 
during semi-structured interviews many key informants offered the contact details for 
other relevant stakeholders that would be helpful to the research. Snowballing is a useful 
way of building up layers of contacts, gaining trust and learning more about people' s 












During semi-structured interviews many informants gave the contacts of other relevant 
stakeholders and groups that were helpful to the research. The interviews were conducted 
face to face, which provided the research with a greater level of detail, and the use of open 
ended questions allowed for viewpoints to be gathered in greater detail about certain issues 
(Denscombe, 2003). The semi-structured technique also allowed for issues to be revealed 
and discussed that would have otherwise not been considered in the research. 
Interviews were an essential component of stakeholder analysis, as they allowed 
informants to express their priorities, opinions and ideas. This provided the research with 
valuable insights and was also useful for validating data. Each interview that was 
conducted included questions that were linked to the criteria as shown in Table 4.1, in 
order to allow for greater data interpretation and analysis later in the research process (see 
Appendix J for interview schedules). Questions were asked in an informal format in order 
to allow the informants to respond in the manner of their choosing (Gray, 2004). Each 
interview was carried out in places where and when it was most convenient for the key 
informant, in order to make the interviewee as comfortable as possible. 
4.3.4 Ethical Considerations 
Denscombe (2003) outlined that social researchers are expected to respect the rights of 
others, avoid harming the participants, and operate with honesty and dignity. There were 
several steps taken to ensure that ethical standards were not breached during the course of 
the research and to ensure this ethical approval was sought and given by the Department of 
Geography. 
Key Informants who were interviewed were told that their involvement in the research was 
entirely voluntary, and that they had the right to withdraw from the interviews at any time. 
Information sheets on the present research were handed out to the key informants prior to 
the interviews and any initial questions that they had were answered. Written consent was 
obtained from all of the key informants and their privacy and anonymity was maintained. 
4.4 Data Analysis 
There were several steps that were taken during the data analysis stage, which are 








4.4.1 Data Reduction 
The analysis of qualitative data is often acknowledged as a time consuming practice due to 
the large volume of data which is collected through lengthy transcriptions from interviews 
(Reen et al., 2006). Although this is true, all interviews in the present research were 
transcribed word for word to ensure accurate results were obtained. Recording the 
interviews on a dictaphone was also helpful as it allowed the recording of utterances, 
pauses, overlaps, emphases and other non verbal characteristics that would have otherwise 
not been picked up. This assisted in making sure the researchers reading of the interview 
was consistent with the informant's perspective (Creswell, 1998). The reduction of data 
into written transcripts allowed the next stage of processing the results to occur, which was 
data organisation. 
4.4.2 Data Organisation 
Once the interview recordings were reduced into a manageable form the data was then 
organised around themes which were derived from the literature review and the 
stakeholder analysis criteria, as well as those ideas that were commonly discussed by the 
key informants. This was achieved with the use of coding, a technique which helps classify 
information in order to understand and reflect upon the theoretical concepts which explain 
the world which is being observed (Brown, 2003). Davidson and Tolich (2003) explained 
that coding of open questions can be complex, however the use of the stakeholder analysis 
criteria was effective in making distinctions between the themes that existed. 
4.4.3 Data Interpretation 
Data interpretation is the stage where the patterns of data are used to draw conclusions 
(Davidson and Tollich, 2003). Interpretation involved linking back the data collected to the 
aims and objectives of the research. The use of stakeholder analysis allowed for the 
interests of the Marlborough Sounds users to be assessed in relation to each other. This 
system was useful in this research as it highlighted the importance of actors and interest 
groups in the Marlborough Sounds, which may be used to predict and provide information 
about the future (Brugha and Varvasovszky, 2000b). 
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4.5 Reflections and Limitations 
There have been several limitations that put constraints on the research process and may 
affect the outcome of the research. Fortunately, most of these limitations were identified at 
the early stages of the research process, which enabled the research to be planned around 
these barriers. 
Henn et al. (2006) explained how some critics believe in depth interviewing is a subjective 
method of gathering data, as the informal aspect of the interview means that the 
interviewer may influence the interviewees response. This was an issue that arose during 
the research as there were so many different perspectives over the issues in the 
Marlborough Sounds, and some questions had to be adapted for different interview 
circumstances. 
Another potential limitation came with the use of stakeholder analysis. Brugha and 
Varvasovszky (2000a) explained how achieving the right scope with stakeholder analysis 
is difficult. Scope in this form means the amount and depth of involvement of stakeholders 
in the study. Having a too narrow focus may result in a lack of detail on issues and 
problems, while a too broad focus may make the process chaotic and unachievable. 
Because there is such a wide range of users of the Marlborough Sounds it was hard to 
determine who were the most relevant stakeholders. Another issue was getting hold of the 
some of the stakeholders. Many people who would have been suitable for interviewing 
reside in inaccessible places throughout the Marlborough Sounds. There are also many 
transient users of the Sounds, who are based in places all around New Zealand which 
added another complication to the data collection process. The above issues were partly 
overcome by interviewing representatives of specific groups from a broad range of sectors 
and users associated with the Sounds, however there were still many suitable key 
informants who could not be reached. 
Another limitation to the research was the political context of the Marlborough Sounds. 
Policy making is frequently unstable and can lead to unexpected changes (Brugha and 
Varvasovszky, 2000b). With policy change, the attitudes and interests of stakeholders also 
change which may lead to an inaccurate representation of stakeholder views in the 




















fishery are presently in a state of change, which means there is a high chance that many of 
the stakeholders who are involved in this research will change their opinions and values as 
new decisions and regulations are made regarding the use and development of the 
Marlborough Sounds. 
The policy and legislation relevant to the Marlborough Sounds created a limitation during 
the research. The Marlborough Regional Policy Statement is currently under review and is 
due for release in 2010. This created a certain amount of ambiguity as it was not known 
how some of the issues covered in this research would be covered in the new policy 
statement, and the current policy statement may be out of date in addressing these issues. 
The recent change in Government from Labour to National has also created uncertainty in 
the research, as the new Minister of Fisheries has a perspective which is different to that of 
the previous Minister. This is shown by the way that the new minister has stated that he 
would like the blue cod fishery open as soon as possible, where as the previous minister 
wanted the Sounds closed for a full four years. The management of legislation in relation 
to aquaculture in New Zealand is also currently under review which made it difficult to 
make recommendations as to the best way forward in terms of aquaculture operations in 
the Marlborough Sounds. 
A final reflection that is important, is that this research is mainly focused on the use of the 
marine environment in the Marlborough Sounds. It must be noted that land use and ocean 
use are interconnected, and should not be thought of as mutually exclusive when addressed 
in management processes. For example, many land based activities may have effects on 
the marine environment, such as run off from farming. Land based effects have not been 
discussed in great detail as this would have made the scope of the present research too 
large. However, this study successfully analysed uses and activities in the marine 
environment, and therefore may be used in conjunction with research on land based 













This chapter aimed to provide an overview and justification of the methodology that was 
used throughout the different stages of the research. A qualitative approach allowed for a 
detailed study of the users and uses of the Marlborough Sounds. The mix of secondary 
sources guided the research before primary data was gathered, and provided an essential 
overview to issues in the marine environment as well as an insight to the local 
Marlborough Sounds context. Stakeholder analysis and semi-structured interviews enabled 
detailed research to be undertaken in the field during the data collection phase. The 
limitations that were encountered in the research were overcome with a combination of the 
above methods, which ensured a successful working process and a positive outcome for 
this research. The significant role that this methodological approach had in the research 











Changing use in the Marlborough 
Sounds 
5.1 Introduction 
This chapter will present the findings that relate to the change in users and demographics 
in the Marlborough Sounds. The chapter will also highlight the relationships between 
agencies that operate in the Marlborough Sounds and the way in which the Sounds is 
currently managed. 
5.2 Increasing use and changing demographics 
The Marlborough Sounds has undergone significant changes in relation to the amount of 
users and activities that now operate in the area. The increase in uses can be connected to 
some of the issues that are evident in the Sounds, and these issues will be outlined later in 
this chapter. This section will outline the types of changes that have taken place in the 
Sounds and the reasons for this. 
Many key informants discussed how there has been a significant increase of users of the 
Marlborough Sounds. Sowman (2009), the Mayor of Marlborough, spoke at the 













You may be interested to know that our deputy harbourmaster was 
previously a habourmaster in Auckland, and he says that there are more 
activities going on in the Sounds than there are in Auckland. And he's 
referring to the number of moorings and jetties and structures, marine 
farms, ferries, the recreational boaties, which put together make the Sounds 
a very busy place despite its tranquil appearance (Sowman, 2009). 
Other key informants commented how there are many more boats out on the water in the 
Sounds than previous years. Key Informant 18 stated "the use of the Sounds has increased 
hugely in just the last 10 years I would say. Lots more boats, and most of them are out 
fishing at some stage". Key Informant 7 spoke of the same increase and noted the 
increased pressure that this puts on the Sounds. The Key Informant stated "there are more 
boats, the marinas expanding, more people out fishing. Baches increasing all the way 
down the Sounds, every one of those increases pressure everywhere". 
The research showed that as well as more people using the Sounds, the socio-economic 
make up of users in the Sounds has also changed. Key Informant 18 discussed this how 
there are less people farming or having temporary baches in the Sounds, and instead 
younger wealthier people are buying property there. The key informant explained: 
The demographics of the Sounds is changing as well. It's not so much bach 
owners, It's not so much young farming families, its cashed up wealthy, 
middle aged type people who obviously have the ability to live there 
permanently and that is coming through in the structures. The structures 
are bigger, they 're getting more expensive, they want bigger ones, bigger 
boatsheds, bigger moorings, things like that (Key Informant 18). 
The increase in users of the Sounds has been noted by the Ministry of Fisheries, who 
explained how there has been 500 new berths planned for Picton and Waikawa marinas, as 
well as an increase of 40% of boat trailer registrations in the Nelson/Marlborough and 
Canterbury region within the last decade (Ministry of Fisheries, 2009). 
Some key informants discussed how the increase in the popularity of the Marlborough 
Sounds may be causing cumulative effects on the environment caused by a combination of 
effects from activities in the land and activities on the water. Sowman (2009) explained 
this: 
What happens on the land, from the highest ridge of the Sounds to the 
lowest grazing areas potentially have just as much impact on the fisheries 
environment as the activities on the water. Fertilizer runoff, forestry 
activities, residential development. As a council we grapple with these 
















The increase and change in users of the Sounds means that pressure is put on the 
authorities that are in control of activities in the Sounds, as there are the same amount of 
natural resources available in the Sounds, but many more people using them. 
5.3 Agencies in the Marlborough Sounds 
There are several agencies and groups that are associated with the management of the 
Sounds, and the research found that some of these groups are working together well, while 
in some areas there is scope for greater integration and interaction between agencies. 
The Marlborough District Council is the main authority which manages the Sounds, and 
because it is a unitary authority there is already integration evident within the Council, as 
regional and district issues are managed together. Sowman (2009) described the Council's 
role in the management of the Marlborough Sounds, stating "the Sounds are a unique asset 
to the region and must be managed sensitively. There are always tensions between those 
environmental values and those who want access to use of the resources. And it is a 
council's role, to try and keep the balance". However, Key Informant 11 believes that the 
unitary role of the Council does not work as well as it would if it was separated into a 
regional and district council. 
Your district council is your political arm and the regional council is what 
controls the running of the province, the regulatory side. Well up here it is 
a unitary authority where they're all in the same building. The reason they 
set them up that way is so that it creates a system of checks and balances, 
but with a unitary authority there's no checks and balances (Key Informant 
11). 
The research found that the Council has good relationships with other organisations that 
are associated with the Sounds, such as the Department of Conservation. Key Informant 6 
stated "we're very lucky we have a really good relationship with DOC. Our plans are quite 
old now obviously so next time round we'll probably need to include a finer mesh between 
the two of us". An example of integration between the Marlborough District Council and 
the Department of Conservation can be seen in a recent project in which these two 
agencies carried out four separate workshops with the community in order to gain insights 
on community values and visions in the Sounds. The information gathered from the project 
is relevant to two planning documents that are currently being reviewed, the Conservation 
Management Strategy and the Regional Policy Statement. Key Informant 6, a council 








So they're doing a review of their big planning document and at the same 
time we 're reviewing our document so we had a joint session where we got 
members of the community. There was an iwi one, a council and doc one, a 
Pelorus and a Queen Charlotte meeting. Everybody went around and 
decided what they wanted to see where and that included things like where 
they wanted to see aquaculture and where they didn't want to see 
aquaculture, what they thought about structures, subdivision and that kind 
of thing (Key Informant 6). 
The workshops discussed important values, risks and ways of enhancing the Sounds. There 
were a wide range of issues discussed and a summary of the most common responses from 
across all four workshops can be seen in the Table 5.1 and 5.2 below. 
Table 5.1: Combined Workshop Outcomes: Special Qualities in the Sounds (Source: 
adapted from Corydon Consultants, 2009: 25). 
Special Qualities of the Sounds 
History, Native flora Tranquility The natural Relative 
heritage and fauna environment qualities isolation 
and culture 
Diversity Sense of Recreational Di verse natural The economic 
of uses and community attributes/opportunities environment/interface importance of 
activities of the sea and land the Sounds (the 
ability to make 
a living) 
Table 5.1 highlights the important qualities of the Sounds that were recognised by the 
stakeholders who attended the community workshops. The table shows how there are a 
wide range of special qualities of the Sounds, from economic importance to tranquility and 
native flora and fauna. The diversity of values that are important in the Sounds suggests 
that there will be difficulties in protecting and managing all of these qualities, as some of 
them may have detrimental effects on each other. Table 5.2 portrays the way in which 
qualities of the Sounds are put at risk, and gives decision makers an idea of what kind of 















Table 5.2: Combined workshop outcomes: Qualities at risk in the sounds and factors 
putting qualities at risk (Source: adapted from Corydon Consultants, 2009: 26) 
Qualities at risk in the Factors Putting Qualities at Risk 
Sounds 
• Water Quality I • Uncontrolled land disturbance and clearance . 
(both marine and 
fresh water) I • Increasing demands for water and uncontrolled or 
inadequate provisions for discharge and waste disposal. 
• Isolation and 
I Tranquility • Threats to biodiversity such as the draining of wetlands, 
pests, and fire . 
• Health and safety 
• Inadequate regulations and environmental monitoring to 
• Landscape I manage the impacts of industry (pastoral and marine 
farming, forestry and commercial shipping). 
• Indigenous Flora 
and Fauna I • Inadequate infrastructure and regulations to manage the 
impacts of increasing populations of both residents and 
holiday makers. 
The workshops also had spatial exercises where the community drew on maps where they 
would like to see certain activities, such as marine farming. The workshop with iwi 
highlighted important Maori values in the Sounds and the spatial exercises allowed iwi to 
map areas of cultural significance and mark out areas where they would like customary 
protection through mechanisms such as Mataitais. The workshops discussed how most iwi 
in the Sounds have a commercial arm as well as a customary and environmental arm, and 
each arm is likely to have different aspirations in the future of the Sounds. The ways in 
which iwi are currently involved in decision making processes in the Sounds were 
highlighted in these exercises, as shown in Table 5.3 below. The table shows that there is 
quite a lot of iwi involvement in planning through the Marlborough Regional Policy 










Table 5.3: Current opportunities for iwi input to decision making (Source: Corydon 
Consultants, 2009: 23). 
Decision Making Areas Where Iwi wish Current Input/ Comments 
to be Involved 
Infrastructure (e.g Roading, services) MDC Committee -1 rep (unratified) 
Enforcement (.e.g hunters, drugs) Iwi liason officers - no influence 
MDC Committee 9Environmental) - rep (unratified) 
Resource Management/ planning RPS Iwi working group 
Iwi Fisheries Customary Forum 
Rating No iwi reps on the Finance Committee although a 
place is available 
Community facilities (management and Potential for input through the maori Advisory 
access) Komiti and MDC Committees 
Transport (e/g logging, passenger, mail MDC Committees - 1 rep each (unratified) 
boats) 
Foreshore structures (proliferation MDC Committee 
affecting coastal access, wellbeing) 
Aquaculture (no consultation with iwi) RPS Iwi working group through development of the 
RPS, aquaculture management areas and submissions 
on private plan changes 
DOC lands (management and operational DOC Conservation Board- no iwi reps 
plans) 
Subdivision (e.g degradation of landscape RPS iwi working group 
and environment) 
Tourism RPS iwi working group 
No input to decisions on DOC concessions 
National Maori Tourism Group 
Economic Development Nothing yet at the business development level, only 
on the regulatory side. MDC is in the planning stages 
for developing the structure for an MDC/ private 
sector group/ There will be a window of opportunity 











These workshops are significant as the Department of Conservation does not have a lot of 
statutory power in decision making in the Sounds. Therefore it is important that they are in 
close contact with the local council. Key Informant 2 outlined the limited legislative role 
of the Department of Conservation: 
We can't go and say ok this area is closed to this activity, we don't have 
those powers at all, we don't have the mandate and don't have the ability, 
so we have to work through other processes run by other agencies such as 
the Ministry of Fisheries, being foremost through fishing and then the 
Marlborough District Council for RMA stuff (Key Informant 2). 
The workshops conducted by the Council and the Department of Conservation illustrate 
how these two groups work together and share resources and responsibilities. The 
relationship between the Council and the Ministry of Fisheries appears to not be as 
cohesive, as the Marlborough District Council does not communicate much with the 
Ministry of Fisheries and vice versa. Key Informant 4 explained that because the 
Marlborough Sounds does not have a fishery statutory plan there is not a lot of 
consultation with the Council, except through some processes under the Resource 
Management Act 1991 and through a local lobby group Soundfish, a group funded by the 
Council and used for consultation over local fishing issues in the Sounds. 
There are some connections between the Council and the Ministry of Fisheries through 
aquaculture, although the research showed that these links are not particularly strong. Key 
Informant 6 said "Mfish we don't see a lot of, we do through the aquaculture side 
occasionally we meet up. So there's that sort of partnership there, but we don't actually see 
a lot of them". Key Informant 4, a Ministry of Fisheries representative explained how there 
is definitely room for better integration over issues in the Marlborough Sounds. The key 
informant said "there is scope for greater integration across those government agencies for 
sure ... Working in a more integrated and coherent approach with MDC and others in the 
future would be really good". 
A major restriction to further integration between these the Ministry of Fisheries and the 
Council is the recent changes to the Nelson Ministry of Fisheries office. There has been a 
structural redesign of the Ministry of Fisheries, and regional resources have been re-
prioritised. This means that the role of the Nelson regional office is diminished and 







Informant 4 explained how the impacts on the regional office are going to affect 
management of the Sounds: 
There's not a working group or management level and in fact that's not 
going to happen now at a regional level with no fisheries management 
going to be present in Nelson, all our jobs are going. So any hope of that, 
which we were trying to steer a bit more coordination will go ... So there is 
a disjoint there generally and I think local bottom up initiatives will help 
but when you lose a regional management it will be off the radar (Key 
Informant 4). 
The research found that there is some good communication and work being done with the 
Ministry of Fisheries and the Department of Conservation, which can be seen via the 
marine protected areas policy. Key Informant 4 explained: 
The whole role of the MPA policy is jointly with DOC. The other thing with 
DOC is that we regularly work with them on scientific research type stuff 
on the aquatic environment. So protected areas but also impacts on areas 
as well. And then day to day initiatives there has been quite a lot of stuff in 
Nelson (Key Informant 4). 
Unfortunately the marine protected areas process may also be affected by the changes to 
the Nelson Ministry of Fisheries office, as Key Informant 2 explained "we haven't 
embarked on that process for the top of the South yet because, and to be frank I'm not sure 
if we will embark on that process because of changes to the Ministry of Fisheries recently 
and whether they'll be resourced or be capable of doing it I don't know". 
Another issue that was raised with the Ministry of Fisheries was over their management of 
commercial fishing in the Sounds. Key Informant 19 discussed how the management needs 
to be more localised instead of based on quota for large areas. The Key Informant stated: 
The Ministry of Fisheries don't do a lot of fine scale management its more 
upper level stuff where they say 'here's your quota; here's the area that 
your quota applies to'. So that doesn't work very well when you've got 
seabed communities that are really important nursery areas or provide 
biodiversity values and I think there needs to be between spatial allocation 
of where commercial fishing is undertaken (Key informant 2). 
An area where there has been successful interaction between agencies over the 
Marlborough Sounds can be seen with the pilot biodiversity strategies initiated by 
Biosecurity NZ, which aim to slow the spread of potential and future pests. Hunt (2009), a 
biodiversity expert guest speaker at the Waikawa Fishing Forum 2009, outlined the 














have come together with the Marlborough District Council, the Nelson City Council, 
Tasman District Council and DOC. Also Mfish are onboard with this and the iwi forum. 
These guys have all considered funding and have signed off on a strategy". This shows 
that these different groups can all work together over issues in the top of the South area. 
5.3.1 Separation of Agencies 
Five of the key informants who were interviewed discussed how agencies that operate in 
the Sounds are dysfunctional and do not work together. Key Informant 11 stated "I see that 
our agents of structure that we have is very dysfunctional. And one of the reasons for that 
is they've got their own independent empires, and they duplicate a lot of processes and 
won't share their knowledge, their resources, or their responsibilities". Key Informant 19 
also discussed issues with the management agencies of the sounds, and stated: 
You've got all these agencies and everybody wants to do something totally 
separate. You know ministry of transport, and then on top of that you've got 
not just the agencies but the recreational sector, conservation sectors, all 
wanting to take a piece of those. It would be great in a pe,fect world that 
these things were looked at as a whole, but they're not. (Key Informant 19). 
Other key informants spoke of the issues with the many different boundaries and zones of 
the Sounds which are associated with the regulations of different agencies. Key Informant 
2 discussed the problems that have arisen with the Councils zoning of marine space in the 
Sounds, "there have been problems with it because the plan wasn't very good at dealing 
with applications beyond the 200m zone. So beyond 200m became non complying 
activities and the plan doesn't have good policies or guidance on how to deal with 
applications that are beyond the 200m zone". Other key informants spoke of the 
complexities associated with all of the boundaries in the Sounds. Key informant 19 stated 
"there are so many different boundaries in the Sounds. There's the blue cod closure 
obviously, there's the MDC boundary, and there's a blue cod boundary, and they're all 
totally different of course". Key Informant 7 also spoke of boundary issues in relation to 
fishing areas: 
It's complicated by the fact that you can come out here and get 10 snapper 
on one side of Durville Island, and 3 on the other side. And people coming 
across from Wellington, you can go on one side of the brothers and get 20 
blue cod, you come on the inside and you can get 3. All those things need 


















Key Informant 11 discussed how an overall integrated management structure of the 
Sounds would avoid dysfunction over the management of the sounds by "sharing 
resources, knowledge and staff'. The key informant went on to discuss how this could be 
achieved: 
Firstly you make the place into a national park. And then you elect a 
board. And you have a representative from each of the agencies on that 
board. Then you set up an integrated management structure so all of those 
agencies have a joint responsibility to manage the place properly. So DOC, 
iwi, council, Ministry of Fisheries, whatever, throw them all in there (Key 
Informant 11). 
This subsection shows that there were concerns shown over the management of the Sounds 
by several stakeholders. These concerns suggest that there is a lack of integration between 
the authorities who manage the Sounds which has resulted in several issues with policies 
and rules in the area. 
5.4 Conclusion 
This chapter has outlined the findings from the research on the increase in the users of the 
Sounds and the way in which the management groups associated with the Marlborough 
Sounds operate and interact. There has been a clear increase in Sounds users which can be 
seen in activities such as boating throughout the Sounds. The research highlighted that 
some groups which manage the Sounds work well together and share resources and 
planning mechanisms, where as there are gaps evident between other groups. The gaps and 
separation between agencies were discussed by several key informants who highlighted 
some boundary issues which have arisen. Overall, the key informants showed how there 
are problems facing the management of the increase in users in the Sounds, but there are 

















Uses and Conflicts in the 
Marlborough Sounds: Fishing 
6.1 Introduction 
This chapter will present the conflicts in the Marlborough Sounds that were revealed 
during the fieldwork. Fishing is a major use of the Marlborough Sounds, and this section 
aims to portray the various conflicts associated with recreational and commercial fishing. 
This will involve examining user-user conflicts associated with the blue cod moratorium, 
economic and political factors, the blue cod management group, fisheries management 
tools and scalloping. User-environment conflicts will also be highlighted in relation to the 
effects of recreational fishing, and commercial trawling and dredging on the environment. 
The findings presented in this chapter relate to the first objective of this research, which is 
to identify and appraise conflicts that exist over the use and development of the marine 
environment of the Marlborough Sounds. 
6.2 The Blue Cod Moratorium Process 
The research found that blue cod fishing is a major use of the Marlborough Sounds, and 
much of the conflict that was identified can be linked to the blue cod fishery in the Sounds 
and the four year blue cod ban that was imposed by the Ministry of Fisheries. Some key 
informants were unhappy with the process by which the Ministry of Fisheries initiated the 
ban. Key Informant 18 said that "the only problem was, they came up with one proposal 















fair". Key Informant 13 also discussed the way in which the Ministry of Fisheries dealt 
with the blue cod issue: 
They had a record in the past of being charged with looking at the issue 
and trying to find a solution to it and because of not wanting to upset locals 
and that they hedged around the issue for 10-15 years meant that by the 
time somebody stood up and said right we have to do something the 
problem had got that much worse (Key Informant 13). 
The speed at which the decision of banning all blue cod fishing created a significant 
response from the recreational fishing sector where there was a range of arguments 
surrounding the way the ban was imposed, and whether or not the fishing ban was 
necessary. The next section will highlight the user-user conflicts that were identified, 
many of which can be linked to the blue cod moratorium. 
6.3 User-User Conflict 
Conflict between users were revealed in the research process, and this section shows the 
disagreements which were evident between recreational fishers over the status of the blue 
cod fishery. There are significant recreational values associated with fishing for blue cod, 
and the blue cod ban has created disagreement across the spectrum of recreational fishers. 
Key Informant 5 explained how fishing in the Marlborough Sounds is part of a lifestyle 
that recalls an idyllic kind of view of the way people would like to live before they lived in 
urban areas. The key informant then went on to explain this as the reason for the backlash 
from parts of the recreational sector when the ban was imposed. Key Informant 5 stated 
"so the fishing in the Sounds is heavily embedded in this lifestyle, and so it explains the 
huge political response that you get when you close it because you're stopping people 
from doing something that's fundamental to the way they see themselves. And it produces 
a response that's out of proportion". The Sounds lifestyle that Key Informant 5 discussed 
was also recognised in a recreational characterisation survey conducted by the Cawthron 
Institute. The survey found that fishing is embedded in a lifestyle that is associated with 
family and social values, and that the most important motivations amongst Marlborough 
Sounds fishers are "to be outdoors, to be close to nature, and to share the fun of fishing and 
the fish they catch with family and friends" (Cawthron Institute, 2009: np). 
The key informant interviews showed that there are clear differences of opinion over the 
state of the blue cod fishery in the Marlborough Sounds. One part of the recreational sector 

















sector believes that there is no problem with the Sounds blue cod fishery at all. Key 
Informant 19 discussed the splitting of opinions, and stated "certainly when the blue cod 
decision first came in you had factions that said there is no problem with blue cod, and you 
hear the others saying there is a huge problem with blue cod". Table 6.1 illustrates the 
differences in opinion over the status of the blue cod fishery. 
Table 6.1: Different Perspectives on status of the Blue Cod Fishery 
Viewpoint Key Informant Quotation 
There is no problem with the Key Informant 12 We believe there is no problem with 
state of the blue cod fishery blue cod in the Sounds ... We called two 
public meetings and it was passed 
unanimously by both meetings the fact 
is we didn't believe there was a problem 
with the blue cod. 
There is a problem with the state Key Informant 13 There are a group of old cronies who 
of the blue cod fishery that have refused to believe that the cod 
are in perilous state, and they are 
healthy, and it's a whole conspiracy, and 
no matter what you throw at them, they 
are on this train that is going south while 
the rest of us are on a train that's going 
north. 
Key Informant 19 discussed how this difference of opinion has created conflicts between 
representative recreational fishing groups in Marlborough and the surrounding areas. 
You've got all these groups that want to do something, you've got Tasfish, 
you've got the guys over in Marlborough but there's a big hill in the 
middle, and it gets very parochial. Tasfish is supposed to be Tasman and 
the Sounds or something, but they hate them and they hate each other. So 















Key Informant 12, a recreational fishing representative also discussed the conflict between 
the recreational fishing groups: 
To be quite honest we've actually had some problems with some of the 
other groups out of Marlborough. It's basically inte,ference in the issues 
over here from outside of the district. When they don't consult us and talk 
to us about those issues. The attitude I get is, you keep away from our patch 
out of Marlborough, but we can come into your patch and make decisions 
for you guys (Key Informant 12). 
The research found that the conflict amongst the recreational fishing sector is causing 
problems with Ministry of Fisheries blue cod management processes. Key Informant 4, a 
Ministry of Fisheries representative stated that "it's not just MFish, we need recreational 
fishers first off to be far more joined up and less divisive and split and understand a 
common purpose and outcome they want. Because Mfish cannot cope with all the 
differences of opinion, and it never will". Sowman (2009), the Mayor of Marlborough 
discussed the importance of the fishing community working together. He stated that: 
A submission that presents a united voice is an effective way of delivering 
both clarity and weight to us as decision makers. It makes it easier for us 
to make more confident and profound decisions. So I urge you to work 
together. As the local mayor I can only urge recreational fisheries groups 
and the Ministry of Fisheries to work together on the input of planning and 
process (Sowman, 2009). 
Although the research found that there are some very different views and perspectives on 
the blue cod fishery in the Sounds, there were some positive responses from key 
informants which showed that recreational fishers of the Sounds do care about their fishery 
and want to maintain a sustainable blue cod population. Key Informant 13 was involved in 
public submission process over the blue cod ban, and explained how many people 
responded to the blue cod ban in a positive way. Key Informant 13 explained: 
It was actually quite surprising something like 70-80% of fisherman were 
genuinely wanting to do something to protect, save and enhance ... People 
have a thirst for information about their own fishery, and they've really got 
on board and accepted it and they've moved on from it being a closure and 
said, well lets get down and make it work (Key Informant 13). 
The division of opinion that is evident over the status of the blue cod fishery is not helping 
the authorities involved in managing the fishery, and a movement towards a more positive 
response to the blue cod ban as shown in the above quotation would be beneficial for the 









6.3.1 Recreational Fishing Impacts on Blue Cod 
This section will look at the impacts of recreational fishing on blue cod in the Marlborough 
Sounds, as discussed by Davidson and Carbines at the Marlborough Sounds Fishing 
Forum 2009. Both scientists have conducted independent studies which are relevant to the 
Marlborough Sounds blue cod depletion issue. 
Davidson discussed a study which has been ongoing for a period of sixteen years which 
involves doing catch, measure and release of blue cod in six fished sites (sites that are open 
to fishing) and four non fished sites (sites that are closed to fishing) in Queen Charlotte 
Sound. Davidson described all of these sites as classic Marlborough Sounds habitat and 
quite similar in structure. The different sites all contain various levels and ratios of cod and 
there is also a variety of fishing pressure on the fished locations. The methodology 
involves catching around eighty blue cod of all different sizes at each site and measuring 
them before they are returned to the water after being held in a holding tank for a short 
period of time . 
The study found that there were significant differences between the fished and non fished 
sites over the 16 year period. The fished sites contained more troughs and peaks and a lot 
more variability than the non fished sites. Davidson looked at a range of factors that may 
have had an influence on the difference between the sites. Seals, marine mammals and sea 
birds were initially looked at and but these are all located inside and outside both fished 
and non fished sites. Ferries and marine farms were also investigated but these are not 
located in the vicinity of the sites so it is unlikely that they are having an impact on the 
study areas. Sedimentation was also examined and it was found that while sedimentation is 
likely to have an impact on the environment; both fished and non fished sites would be 
affected equally in terms of sedimentation. 
The study found that the biological changes and variations in the fished sites can be linked 
to human activities or events from the last sixteen years. For example the study found that 
in August 1994 after the blue cod size limit was changed from 330mm to 280mm there 
was a drop in the amount of blue cod caught at the fished sites. The study shows that at 
fished sites there is less than one percent of fish above 330mm where as at the non fished 
sites thirty percent are usually above 330mm. There is also a much wider distribution of 
fish at the non fished sites, while at the fished sites the bigger fish are missing and the 












differences between the fished and non fished sites are connected to fishing activity, he 
stated: 
There's not a lot of statistics required. It's very obvious the differences 
between the fished and non fished areas, so the impacts are quite 
significant, its very obvious and pronounced. To summarise where we are 
at so far, the comparisons between the non fished sites and fished sites, are 
showing us that in the fished areas the cod are less abundant, they are 
smaller in size, and the catch rates are lower so more effort is required and 
more time is required to catch fish in the fished areas. So we've detected a 
change, our impact therefore exists, and the change is linked to fishing 
activity (Davidson, 2009). 
Carbines (2009), conducted a different study in the Marlborough Sounds which was a 
tagging survey of blue cod, and his research found that blue cod are highly susceptible to 
local depletion by recreational fishing. Carbines stated that "all the tagging surveys we've 
done have shown a high degree of slight fidelity, with the medium distance about 300m in 
the Sounds and in Fovouex Strait 800m. So even in a coastal area they don't go far. So that 
confirms they are very susceptible to local depletion, you can fish areas out". 
In the same study Carbines also looked at the effect that small hooks have on blue cod. 
The study found that small hooks are lethal for cod, and kill at least 25% of cod that are 
returned to the water. Carbines explained that the removal of small hooks would be an 
effective method of conserving blue cod, and stated "the removal of small hooks would 
obviously be a positive and effective way of conserving cod". Both Davidson's and 
Carbines study show that recreational fishers do have an impact on the environment, and 
that recreational fishing is highly likely to be having an adverse impact upon the 
sustainability of blue cod in the Marlborough Sounds. 
6.3.2 Economic Implications of the Blue Cod Closure 
The research found that the blue cod moratorium has created a number of economic 
implications for the Marlborough Region. These implications are important for the study, 
as they may result in conflicts between users of the Sounds. 
The economic impacts of the blue cod ban were noted in a speech at the Marlborough 
Sounds Fishing Forum 2009 by the Minister of Fisheries, Phil Heatley, who stated that 
"business people clearly make a living out of it, charter operators, moteliers and all the 
rest. And achieving a balance between sustainable fisheries, the health of it and getting 











The main economic implications that were identified in the research were the impacts on 
charter boat operators in the Sounds, who have to go out of the blue cod banned area in 
order to catch blue cod, which increases costs and creates inconvenience. Table 6.2 
highlights these implications. 
Table 6.2: Economic Implications of the Blue Cod Ban on Charter Boat Operators 
Key Finding Relevant Key Informant Comments 
The blue cod closure has had negative 
economic impacts on charter boat 
operators in the Sounds. 
They've got to go so much further to be able to 
catch them so it puts their expenditures up and 
everything. (Key Informant 16) 
We don't tend to do much fishing now with the rules 
and regulations in the Sounds with the moratorium 
on blue cod and that sort of thing. You've just got to 
go so far now to catch a fish. (Key Informant 5) 
We have had a very very quiet time. We had very 
few bookings for this guy last summer. We would 
have only done 2-3 bookings for him. If he doesn't 
have a good summer I'd say that would be the end 
of him. (Key Informant 17) . 
Although there are some economic implications caused by the blue cod moratorium, some 
key informants discussed how there would be greater economic implications on charter 
operators and businesses in the long term if the ban was not imposed, as the blue cod 
fishery would become even more depleted. 
6.3.3 Political Impacts on the Marlborough Sounds 
This recent change in Government from the Labour party to the National party has 
changed the management of the blue cod fishery in the Sounds. These changes are likely to 
affect the uses and development of the Sounds and are therefore relevant to this study. 
It appears that the new Minister of Fisheries holds a different perspective on the blue cod 
closure than the previous minister, and wants to open the fishery as soon as possible. 
Heatley (2009) stated: 
So I want to see the four year blue cod ban lifted as early as possible and I 

















the ban until we've got a workable management plan in place. I've seen a 
number of scientific and anecdotal reports and I'm satisfied that the blue 
cod fishery was in decline and under substantial pressure. I know there are 
a variety of views on what sort of pressure there was and I also know there 
has been a lot of discussion on the process that lead to closure being in 
place. But that was then, and this is now (Heatley, 2009). 
Sowman (2009) also commented on the change of political stance on the blue cod issue. 
He stated that: 
It seems to be that the new minister is sympathetic to the cause, for at least 
a partial lifting of the ban. He's as keen as anybody to find a solution to the 
problem and the issues that we have here. It's probably a little different to 
the previous Minister of Fisheries, who came up with a very blunt 
instrument, so it's good to see this guy willing to listen and learn (Sowman, 
2009). 
Politics were mentioned by several key informants, who were mostly supportive of the 
new direction from the Minister of Fisheries, however some key informants did comment 
on how decisions being based on politics rather than good science can often lead to 
fisheries getting into a state of decline. The change in perspective on the length of the blue 
cod ban by the Minister of Fisheries is likely to reduce some user-user conflicts as many 
people want to see the fishery re opened, however he has stated that it will not be lifted 
until a suitable plan is put in place. The following section will describe how this plan will 
be established. 
6.3.4 The Marlborough Sounds Blue Cod Management Group 
The Blue Cod Management Group is a group that was established by the Minister of 
Fisheries in order to design and implement a sustainable blue cod fisheries management 
plan in the Marlborough Sounds. The Minister of Fisheries, Phil Heatley officially 
welcomed this group early in 2009, and explained the background and role of the group: 
This groups made up of representatives from various representative sectors 
of the Marlborough Community. It's a group that's not one I've chosen. So 
they are going to suggest to me a way forward over time. They're not 
people I have gone out particularly and searched for. They've basically 
come from you and I welcome them. It includes rec fishers and charter boat 
operators, the groups task of working together with Mfish and developing a 
plan for the future management of the Marlborough Sounds blue cod 
specifically (Heatley, 2009). 
The group has been established in order to provide recommendations to the Ministry of 











addressing this blue cod issue. Key Informant 4 explained the role that the management 
group has, the key informant stated: 
The group's role is given the choice of science and management policies, 
and there's always some choices, is to come up with what will best suit the 
community on those choices. However we need to make sure those choices 
are strong enough to achieve the management objective, which is based on 
the sustainability and utilisation. The idea of this is that they are informing 
and raising the capability of the community to understand the kind of tools 
we use. They are adding value so we get better decision making and they 
are adding buy in for compliance, and buy in so the minister can make a 
decision that is more robust (Key Informant 4). 
Heatley (2009) explained how the Blue Cod Management Group should consult "widely 
and wisely make sure we have the best chance of and workable plan for generations to 
come". Because the management plan that is established for the Marlborough Sounds is 
going to be "somewhat of a land mark move for fisheries in NZ" (Heatley, 2009), the 
Minister of Fisheries set some additional criteria that must be met alongside the more 
straight forward objectives of creating a sustainable blue cod fishery. These are outlined in 
Table 6.3 below. 
Table 6.3: Blue Cod Management Group Objectives and Criteria (Source: Ministry of 
Fisheries, 2009e) 
Objective Additional Criteria set by the 
· Minister of Fisheries~ 
To design and Implement a sustainable fishery 
management plan that ensures: 
The rebuilding of blue cod populations in 
depleted areas 
Prevents serial depletion of blue cod; and 
Allows the continued utilisation of the 
fishery 
The fishery opening sooner than the 
four years, either wholly or 
partially. 
Is easy for fishers to understand 
and practical for them to use. 
Is straight forward for the Ministry 
of Fisheries officers to police. 
Requires some form of recreational 
catch reporting, so success can be 
monitored. 
An important part of the criteria is that the management plan is simple for fisher to follow 
and contains a form of recreational catch reporting. Heatley (2009) stated "what I've asked 













reccies are taking out of the water in the Sounds ... We want to see the current ban as rare 
in extremes". 
The research found that the Marlborough community was generally supportive of the 
establishment of the Blue Cod Management Group, however one key informant believes 
that the Blue Cod Management Group is not functioning very well. Key Informant 12 
discussed this issue: 
Unfortunately when Mfish come and talk to us about this ban going on etc, 
they said the thing is we don't want any more committees, there's enough 
committees and they don't work, you just splinter off. Well we walked 
out the door and the first thing they did was set up the blue cod 
management committee ... We don't know why, but it appears as though they 
are trying to slow the process down (Key Informant 12). 
While this key informant shows that there may be issues surrounding the establishment of 
the Blue Cod Management Group, this was the only stakeholder who directly commented 
on issues of the group. Several other key informants spoke optimistically about the role 
and function of the group, and the group now has the task of choosing tools which will 
help meet the objectives of a sustainable blue cod fishery. 
6.3.5 Fisheries Tools 
The tools that the Blue Cod Management Group are considering for use in the 
management plan of the Marlborough Sounds include a range of measures such as no take 
areas, seasonal closures, regulating of fishing gear, slot fishery, harvest tags and habitat 
protection. These measures are further outlined in Appendix F. 
The results found that there are many different views on the management tools and 
techniques that could be used in the Marlborough Sounds. Key Informant 2 discussed this 
and stated: 
I think people have different views about the value of marine life. Some 
people see marine life as being there for harvesting. And then there's others 
who see the value of marine life as their own intrinsic values and natural 
ecosystems functioning as close as possible to a natural environment (Key 
Informant 2). 
Several key informants also spoke of slipping baselines, where people do not believe there 
is a problem with the blue cod fishery today, because they might not know what it was like 










discussed this and stated "people think that today's good but actually you go back 20-30 
years, a generation and photographs will show you that it used to be a lot better. People 
forget slipping baselines." 
Some key informants did not comment on specific methods that they would like used for 
the management of the fisheries, but explained that they would like firmer controls in 
place. Key Informant 18 stated that "as long as they have some kind of controls in place so 
it's not just open like it was before". Other informants did have opinions over specific 
tools and methods. Key Informant 19 discussed the use of regulating fishing gear but 
explained how it is hard to get community buy in and agreement on certain regulations: 
It is actually slightly hard when you look at it from their point of view. 
Soundfish did actually try and recommend that there be one hook size 6/0 
which apparently they agreed that you could still catch snapper, terakihi 
and other stocks that you would otherwise catch in your bag blue cod 
fishing and it would also help try and preserve some of the small blue cod. 
But then the wider community didn't agree with having one hook size, so 
that was out (Key Informant 19) . 
Key informant 7 also outlined how regulatory methods such as slot fisheries will be hard to 
implement in the Marlborough Sounds, the Key Informant stated "there's this plan to tum 
it into a slot fishery, to have a maximum size and minimum size you can take so you can't 
take too small ones and you can't take the monsters. Course everybody wants to catch 
monsters. That will be a really hard thing to put into place". Carbines (2009), a marine 
scientist, discussed that whatever tools are used in the Marlborough Sounds should be very 
localised as then they are likely to be more successful. Carbines explained: 
The structure and dynamics of blue cod populations can change a lot 
between very local areas, even in the Marlborough Sounds here. A bay Jive 
kilometres away can have quite different structured population and 
different sex ratios. So they are very localized and require a localized 
management ... Smaller scale management regimes could benefit this species 
in discrete areas of high fishing pressure. (Carbines, 2009). 
Resourcing the tools and research that is required to guide decision makers was discussed 
by several key informants. There appears to be a shortfall of information surrounding the 
amount of blue cod that is actually caught by recreational fishers in the Sounds. Key 
Informant 4 discussed this: 
Issues of depletion occur because of catch constraints that we put on bag 
limits are often not enough, or there's not enough information to fully 




















are there, how many average bag limits, we don't always know. And we 
don't have a good forecast for increasing fishing pressure (Key Informant 
4) 
Some key informants discussed the use of marine reserves as tools for use in the future 
management of the Sounds. At present there is only one marine reserve located in the 
Sounds which is the Long Island Marine Reserve (see Figure 6.1), and several key 
informants spoke of it's success in protecting biodiversity. Key Informant 2 stated "the 
reserve itself is working very very well. And that's just because it' s typical Marlborough 
Sounds, most of the biological activity is happening close to shore .. . So essentially you've 



























Figure 6.1: The location of the Long Island Marine Reserve in Queen Charlotte Sound 
(Source: Department of Conservation, 2009b) . 
Key Informant 2 went on to state that if marine reserves are to be used in the Marlborough 
Sounds there needs to be several located throughout the Sounds to represent the different 
parts of the marine environment. The key informant explained: 
So if you were looking at a true network of marine reserves that protects 
biodiversity values so we have true representative examples of what 











So there is a need to re-consider and look at other marine reserves through 
the Marlborough Sounds (Key Informant 2). 
The research established that many people have negative views towards marine reserves 
because of the fact that they are permanent and exclude other uses, and therefore are not an 
effective tool for managing fisheries. Table 6.4 portrays some of the comments regarding 
the use of marine reserves in the Sounds. 
Table 6.4: Negative views of Marine Reserves for use in the Sounds 
Key Finding Relevant Key Informant Comments 
Marine reserves are not a suitable tool 
for managing fisheries in the Sounds 
Marine reserves essentially exclude everybody, and 
they're permanent and pretty inflexible(Key 
informant 4). 
There's a lot of people troubled by the whole concept 
of marine reserves. People I think are more 
accepting of say fisheries closures for short periods 
to allow stocks to build up so people can go harvest 
them again. And reserves are more about absolute 
protection or biodiversity values (Key Informant 2). 
Their purpose is not for fisheries management 
purposes, if you want to manage for fisheries 
management purposes then you can have closed 
areas (Key Informant 2). 
Davidson (2009), discussed how although marine reserves are not fisheries tools they can 
still have positive benefits towards fisheries management as they have spin off benefits and 
can be used as a control site for research on blue cod. He stated: 
I'm a great proponent of marine reserves, just for the knowledge let alone 
other spin offs such as a control area, a nursery acting as an area where 
fish can grow larger, reproduce better and move out. There's obviously lots 
of spinoffs, so it would be good to have these sorts of areas at strategic 
places (Davidson, 2009). 
The research found that although there were some negative perceptions towards the use of 
marine reserves in the Sounds, there were positive responses to the use of marine protected 
areas in the Sounds, which are a more flexible form of marine protection that can be 
established in various forms (See Appendix B for more information). Key informant 2 








MPA's don't have to be just marine reserves. Marine reserves are at the 
end of the spectrum of protection mechanisms. But there's a whole bunch of 
other things that you could have. Fisheries Restrictions, closed areas or 
whatever, depends on what you are closing it to, and you have to look at 
each on case by case basis, to say that a Mataitai or a closed fishing area 
would constitute or be acceptable as a MPA (Key Informant 2). 
Key Informant 2 went on to explain how the marine protected areas promote a regional 
and forward thinking approach to protecting the marine environment. 
The process of MPA 's generated very much from public concern that 
marine reserves were popping up here there and everywhere in an ad hoc 
way. So the policy promotes the idea of regional approaches where there is 
a regional community forum type thing to consider MPA's across a whole 
region so that it can be done in a more holistic planned action (Key 
Informant 2). 
Key Informant 4 explained how the community prefers no take areas over marine reserves, 
and stated "the community prefer to have the no take areas because it's not permanent, it's 
dynamic and can be changed. The sense with not too much permanence often works with 
the community". Key Informant 14 described how some members of the community have 
already begun looking at areas in the Sounds that would be suitable for marine protected 
areas based on "locations of habitat that we know that is currently good habitat, or 
reasonably good habitat, has good water flow so it can distribute the eggs and larvae and 
stuff like that around the Sounds a bit easier". 
Key Informant 4 discussed how the use of no take zones around a chain of islands or areas 
with distinct geographical features could be a successful way of protecting biodiversity 
and allowing blue cod populations to recover. The Key Informant stated "blue cod cluster 
around the reef and they don't tend to move large distances and they have a preferred or 
cobbled habitat. The islands are really good for this because you've got this mud and 
sandy area and some of them will cross but it acts as an exclusion barrier". 
Two key informants discussed how Maud Island in Pelorus Sound would be a great place 
for a no take area, as the island itself is already a land reserve. Key Informant 2 stated 
"that's probably not a bad option. It's already a land reserve, we already have staff based 
on it with a boat. So if you're looking at a location that is representative of inner Pelorus 
then it would be fantastic". Key Informant 18 had a similar perspective and stated "I'd be 
















The research found that gaining consensus across the different sectors that exist in the 
Sounds may be an important step towards establishing marine protected areas. Key 
Informant 2 stated "to make it work in a community like the Sounds you need all in", 
while Key Informant 4 stated "they will have to work with other sectors to make that work. 
Particularly commercial". 
Key Informant 19, a commercial representative, discussed how tools such as marme 
protected areas can be unfairly used to exclude commercial fishers from certain areas, and 
is unfair because poor management and lack of consensus in the recreational fishing sector 
has caused the blue cod issues, not commercial fishers. The Key Informant stated: 
You've got all these people connected to those groups and all they want to 
do is exclude commercial fishing ... Why should recreational have an area 
to themselves when now they can't even agree to look after one stock in one 
small area around the country. Let's see how they manage that and go from 
there (Key Informant 19). 
As well as reaching agreement between sectors there may be other barriers to establishing 
marine protected areas in the Sounds. Key Informant 2 discussed how the recent changes 
to the Ministry of Fisheries may have implications on establishing marine protected areas 
and stated "we haven't embarked on that process for the top of the Sounds yet because, 
and to be frank I'm not sure if we will embark on that process because of changes to the 
Ministry of Fisheries recently and whether they'll be resourced or be capable of doing it I 
don't know". 
Despite this issue, marine protected areas look like they are eventually going to be 
implemented in the Sounds, alongside other tools which the Blue Cod Management Group 
decides upon. Key Informant 6, a representative from the Marlborough District Council 
outlined how marine protected areas will be incorporated in the Marlborough Regional 
Policy Statement, the Key Informant stated: 
Councils has responsibility for directly protecting significant habitats and 
so in our Regional Policy Statement we will actually give formal protection 
to those areas. That may not actually mean prohibitions, it may just mean a 
higher hurdle you have to go through to establish a certain type of activity 
in or around those areas. So that could be very useful (Key Informant 6). 
The results show that Marine Protected Areas are a tool that may be possible for use in the 














implement marine protected areas in the Sounds. Both the advantages and barriers to using 
Marine Protected Areas in the Sounds are summarised in Table 6.5. 
Table 6.5: Advantages and Barriers to establishing Marine Protected Areas in the Sounds 
Advantages of Marine Protected Barriers to Establishing Marine Protected Areas 
Areas 
Community prefer them over 
Marine Reserves and can be 
involved in establishing them. 
Flexibility - They can be short 
term as well as long term and do 
not have to exclude all uses. 
Promote a Regional approach. 
Can be used in conjunction with 
other fisheries tools. 
May be a successful way of 
enhancing the blue cod fishery. 
Need agreement across the various sectors 
who use the Sounds. 
Lack of resources to establish them. 
Can exclude other uses and result in conflict. 
Require community buy in. 
To be effective a network of them is 
necessary, not just a few. 
Currently a shortage of scientific information 
on best habitats where they should be 
established. 
Although there are some tough decisions to be made by the Blue Cod Management Group 
over the future of the Sounds blue cod fishery, there are a range of tools which are 
available for use. A wise selection of these tools combined with community support will 
be a positive movement towards a sustainable blue cod fishery in the Marlborough Sounds. 
6.3.6 Commercial Fishing in the Marlborough Sounds 
Commercial fishing is a use of the Marlborough Sounds which has resulted in conflicts 
between users of the Sounds. The causes and details of this conflict will be outlined in this 
section in order to gain a greater depth of understanding of the uses and interactions of 
users in the Sounds. 
The research found that there is not much commercial fishing in the Sounds; however 
there is a significant level of conflict that surrounds the activity of commercial fishing. The 
commercial fishers have voluntarily agreed not to target blue cod in the Marlborough 











also a small amount of commercial set netting which is done in the inner Pelorus Sound. 
Key informant 19 explained the commercial activity that goes on in the Sounds, the key 
informant stated "you could probably say on average there's a couple of set netters and 
there may well be half a dozen trawlers here". These commercial fishers operate under a 
quota system where they are allowed to take a certain amount of catch from the 
Marlborough Sounds, as part of statistical Area 17. 
A spatial conflict that was revealed in the research is evident between local bach owners 
and commercial fishers who target flatfish such as flounder in inner Pelorus Sound. There 
has been a code of practice established between the users of the flatfish fishery, however 
this has not been very successful. Key Informant 4 explained: 
For finfish, it's very much largely a rec area except there are conflicts 
around fin fish with commercial sectors. Particuarly down the bottom of 
Pelorus. That's quite a hot bed. Because bach and homeowners there like to 
set their nets and then the commercial set nets will come in. And there is a 
code of practice there to try and manage that conflict but that's not always 
adhered to. It gets very emotive with abuse shouted at boats, people with 
telescopes watching what they're doing and it gets very hot (Key Informant 
4). 
Several key informants discussed the conflict that has erupted as result of commercial 
fishers being in the inner Sounds. Key Informant 19 stated that there have even been some 
threats with firearms to the commercial fishers, the key informant stated that "there's a few 
ongoing problems with setnets in the Sounds, there's two fishers over there but that's just 
perceived conflict apart from the fact that just recently they did actually threaten somebody 
with a rifle shot right across their heads". 
The interviews highlighted that there is a significant amount of conflict, even though there 
are only a small number of commercial boats and they have a right to be there. Key 
Informant 5 stated that: 
He has the right to be there, there is nothing to stop him being there but a 
lot of locals that used to be able to go out and get a feed of flounders, if he 
goes into a little bay and planks a couple of thousand metres of net in there 
and works it hard over a period of days he does knock the population down 
for a while, and they might struggle to get as many as they wanted in the 
past (Key Informant 5). 
Key Informant 19 commented on how the code of practice that was established was "over 














the commercial fishers still have a quota. The key informant went on to discuss the fishers 
rights, and stated "so that's sad, but they're not doing anything illegal. Fisheries officers 
have been down and talked to them but it's just a private patch thing. They want their 
space and we want our space". Some key informants believed that the small amount that 
the commercial fishers are taking out of the inner Pelorus Sound was so small that it 
wasn't worthwhile. Key Informant 7 stated that "I've been able to look up what he's 
catching per year and I think it's hard to believe that the level of catch that he's getting that 
he's making a reasonable living out of it, but its creating a million dollars worth of hassle". 
Key Informant 19 commented on how the commercial fishing in the Sounds is hard to 
manage because of privacy legislation. The key informant stated that "anyone can come up 
and start set netting and we can't find out from the Minister who they are, through the 
privacy act they can't tell us that. And that makes it really hard to manage. And if they 
don't manage it, you've really got to try and do it through other means". 
The research highlighted that even though commercial fishers have voluntarily stopped 
catching blue cod in the Sounds there is still conflict over commercial fishers catching blue 
cod through trawling and dredging. Key Informant 3 explained: 
It's quite misleading, they have voluntarily agreed not to target blue cod in 
the Marlborough Sounds, which doesn't mean that they're not allowed to 
catch blue cod or they don't catch blue cod in the Sounds. They still do 
catch blue cod in the Sounds as a result of trawling, and they're entitled 
to catch blue cod by that method. Whether they target blue cod by that 
method or not, we don't know. But they definitely do catch blue cod with 
trawling so we object to that (Key Informant 3). 
Key Informant 19, a commercial fishing representative believes that the commercial 
fishing sector is being unfairly targeted and that the decline in blue cod should not be 
blamed on the commercial fishers in the Sounds. The key informant stated "well, we don't 
actually target blue cod inside that area but there's still a perception because we're allowed 
in that area commercially to fish. It doesn't always come down to picking on commercial 
fishers as being the first thing, stand up and take ownership". The conflict in the Sounds 
between recreational fishers and commercial fishers has existed for a long period of time, 
and this section of the study shows that it does not look like this conflict will be 









6.3.7 Scalloping in the Marlborough Sounds 
The scallop fishery is an important use of the Marlborough Sounds and is used by both 
recreational and commercial fishers. This section will examine the interaction between 
users over the scallop fishery and highlight conflicts that were raised in the research. 
Two key informants discussed how the scalloping in Sounds is subject to change. Key 
Informant 18 stated how the quantity of scallops available can fluctuate, and stated "they 
seem to come and go so I don't think there is any logical explanation for that. Some years 
they're good some years they're bad". Key Informant 7 stated how the scallops available 
in the inner Sounds have declined considerably, "If you go back far enough the big scallop 
beds went right down into Mahau Sound. That was the first huge one that was fished, you 
wouldn't get a bloody scallop in there now". 
Ketu bay was mentioned by every single key informant who was asked about scalloping in 
the Sounds, and it was found that Ketu bay is the most important scallop fishery in the 
Sounds, particularly for recreational scallopers. Table 6.6 highlights some of the relevant 
quotes from the key informants regarding Ketu Bay. 
Table 6.6: Key Informant comments on the importance of Ketu bay for scalloping 
Key Finding Relevant Key Informant Comments 
, 1 Ketu Bay in the outer Sounds is an Ketu bay they always seem to be good, I don't know 
what's caused that. It produces good scallops all 










important scallop fishery for many 
Sounds users. 
There's one particular bed in outer Pelorus at Ketu 
bay and that seems to be one of the few areas that 
scallops thrive in (Key Informant 3). 
Where's it going in the future? It would only take Ketu 
to die and there's nothing left. And the whole amateur 
catch if you like has been propped up on one little bay 
in Ketu (Key Informant 7). 
The research found that the popularity of Ketu Bay for scalloping has resulted in a small 
amount of conflict between recreational and commercial scalloping. Key Informant 3 
explained this: 
Ketu still seems to still sustain a healthy population of scallops so every 



















quite a significant amount and so there's a great debate and concerns 
expressed at the heart of the scallop enhancement company after they do 
their surveys and then promote what tonnage they would like to get out of 
certain areas. So that's the main area of conflict, Ketu seems to be the jewel 
(Key Informant 3). 
The conflict over commercial fishing in Ketu Bay is managed well, as many of the 
recreational fishers interviewed were satisfied with the access that they can get to scallops, 
and were happy with the agreement between commercial and recreational fishers in Ketu 
bay. Key Informant 7 outlined this agreement: 
The agreement we have with the commercial fishers this year in Ketu is 
that they will only go there in the last two weeks of the season. So if they 
are still there in the last two weeks of the season, the amateurs have got 
from the opening n the 15 of July till the F 1 of February. You couldn't ask 
for anything more fair than that (Key Informant 7). 
However, not all key informants that were interviewed were happy with the level of 
commercial scalloping in the Sounds. Key Informant 12 believes there should be no 
commercial scalloping in the Sounds at all as the scallop fishery is under threat. The key 
informant stated: 
Our view is that we would really like to see the Sounds as a separate entity, 
as non commercial. Because the scallop fishery is in dire straits. Like last 
year I think the commercial came into Ketu and they were meant to be in 
there for a week and they came in for 2 days, because they couldn't catch 
the fish. Well there's obviously a problem there (Key Informant 12) . 
Key Informant 11 is also concerned with commercial scalloping and highlighted conflict 
between recreational values and commercial scallop dredging in Queen Charlotte Sound: 
We have said to the scallop fleet you bring in your poxy scallop fleet in 
here, we'll bring JOO boats out there and we'll pound you with rotten eggs 
and high pressure hoses, you look out. So we've managed to keep them out 
for the last three years now. Every year they threaten to come in and every 
year I threaten to put a floatilla out there amongst them (Key Informant 
11). 
This section shows that the scallop fishery is important to both recreational and 
commercial fishers in the Sounds, and the sustainability of the scallop fishery in the 
Sounds may be at risk. The user- user conflict that exists over commercial scalloping is 
only minor at present, and the agreement made by commercial fishers to leave the majority 
of the Ketu scallop fishery to the recreational fishers is the main factor which has reduced 
















6.4 User-Environment Conflict 
This section will portray the conflicts that were identified in the study regarding uses in the 
Sounds and their impacts on the environment. Stakeholders perspectives on the impacts of 
commercial fishing on the environment will initially be outlined, followed by a look at two 
scientific studies which show the potential impacts of commercial fishing on the marine 
environment. 
The greatest responses from the key informants regarding commercial fishing conflicts 
were associated with the effects on the marine habitat from trawling and dredging in 
particular. Key Informant 2 explained that "there are closed and open areas through the 
Sounds for both trawling and dredging and there has been ongoing debate about the effects 
of dredging on the seabed and effects through the wider ecosystem". Table 6.7 illustrates 
the views that many of the key informants have on the effects of trawling and dredging on 












Table 6.7: Key Informant Views on the effects of trawling and dredging on the marine 
habitat. 
Key Finding Relevant Key Informant Comments 
View that commercial fishing 
is negatively affecting the 
marine habitat in the 
Marlborough Sounds. 
Essentially trawling and dredging basically trashes the seabed. 
There's sort of a sequence of impact, slight recovery, impact, 
recovery sort of thing. So essentially the seabed is a constant 
state of flux. (Key Informant 2) 
They've said 'we've got away with it for years',fragging big 
steel balls, smashing off the bottom fauna so that you can get 
through and actually catch everything, so there's no suitable 
habitat for the actual fish to be there for after they've gone 
through they've just smashed it to bits, and that's 
unsustainable. (Key Informant 12) 
I think that dredges conflict with everyone, and to be honest 
even the dredgers I've talked to afew of those don't even want 
to do it anymore now they've seen it. (Key Informant 15) 
It may not be just recreational fishers that are having an 
impact. It may be that big areas of really important habitat 
might have been lost in the past due to past and ongoing 
commercial fishing using those bulkfishing seabed effects (Key 
Informant 2). 
It mixes up all the bottom composition and ruins all the habitat 
for the animals, so you can pretty obviously tell where dredges 
have been through when you've been diving. And if they have 
been there's pretty much no point in diving there because it's 
not very interesting because there's no life. (Key Informant 15) 
What habitat means is it's where fish live, it's where their 
homes are, it's where they feed, it's where they find protection 
from their enemies. You come along with a bulldozer blade and 
wreck it, it's a bit like a tornado going through a village. It 
completely destroys the infrastructure of a community. The 
whole things just wrecked, and that's what's happened in the 
Sounds (Key Informant 11) 
Key Informant 19 had a different perspective and believes that the marine habitat is not 
being destroyed by commercial trawling and dredging. The Key Informant stated "I don't 
know how it's being destroyed because they've been fishing there for so long, fish 
traditionally go back to those certain areas, and fish keep coming back as well. So 
obviously the habitats are being maintained, or the fish wouldn't come back". The Key 
Informant went on to explain how there is a negative perception of commercial fishing 












I think there is a perception at times from a fishing point of view. People 
see deep sea fishing, they see the fishing gear which they use for deep 
water, Those guys don't use rock hopper gear we call it, they use a piece of 
rope, or a wire covered with a piece of rope or a chain and that's it. So 
when you 're going in areas that have traditionally been trawled and 
dredged as well. So there's a perception that your knocking down these 
great coral reefs, well it's not right. It's what we face with the conservation 
stuff (Key Informant 19). 
The research found that commercial fishers are excluded from operating in many areas 
around Tasman and Marlborough. Key Informant 19 discussed how a lot of closures have 
resulted in more fishing pressure in other areas due to a transfer of fishing effort. The key 
informant used the example of an oil rig application in the middle of Tasman bay, which if 
granted will exclude commercial fishing for around 1.5 kilometres around it. The same 
Key Informant spoke of the implications that excluding commercial fishers will have: 
If you start closing areas elsewhere where do you go? You transfer the 
effort over here then some guys transfer the effort somewhere else ... So 
what's going to happen to the fish in the shop, it's going to skyrocket, as 
well, and what happens next is the fish comes in from overseas. So it's not 
as easy as it sounds in the Sounds (Key Informant 19). 
Commercial fishing is causing a significant amount of disruption between users of the 
Sounds, and there is a strong perception amongst users that commercial dredging is 
damaging the marine habitat in the Sounds. 
6.4.1 Studies on the Impacts of Dredging on Marine Habitats 
The impacts of dredging on marine habitat were discussed by both Davidson and Carbines 
at the Marlborough Sounds Fishing Forum 2009, and this section will outline what the 
studies found. 
In Davidson's presentation, he discussed the importance of soft habitats for blue cod. He 
stated "Obviously we know that blue cod hang out on reefs and cobblebanks, and those 
sorts of habitats are important to them but they also hang out on soft bottom areas, often on 
offshore reasonably flat areas". Davidson provided many examples of three dimensional 
structures that exist on these soft habitats which include different species of sponges and 
biogenic species, such as horse mussels and tubeworms. Davidson explained the 
importance of these soft habitat communities: 
These are communities that form a biological skin, a three dimensional 












lot of other species, blue cod in particular get quite common in these 
biogenic areas. The juveniles like cover, they also like soft sediment. So 
cover and soft sediment together is ideal for the juveniles. Adults also like 
the cover, take all the cover away and often you don't see any cod 
(Davidson, 2009). 
Davidson went on and described how humans can adversely affect the fragile soft habitats 
by methods which are used to extract material from the biogenic habitat. He stated "if 
there's a biogenic habitat there and there's something in amongst the habitat that people 
want to extract then there's going to be certain techniques that are restricting that are going 
to destroy the biogenic habitat in the process. It's a little bit like chopping down a tree to 
get a pinecone". Davidson made it clear that these soft habitats are continually being lost 
and threatened by human activities. He stated "There's lots of them, but there's less of 
them than there used to be, and what we've lost we really have no idea about how much 
has been lost, and the loss continues". 
Although Davidson did not specifically refer to the activity of dredging affecting the soft 
habitat, he later went on to say that dredging would adversely impact soft habitat and 
therefore may impact upon blue cod. He stated that 
Those examples of biogenic habitat all grow on soft bottom habitats that 
are relatively flat, so they're all accessible to dredges. All of those animals 
are relatively fragile, so whether you tow a two tonne dredge or a two 
kilogram dredge around, those communities will be impacted upon in a 
negative way. If you want to enhance the blue cod by protecting the habitat 
then it's inappropriate in my opinion that any sort of dredge goes around 
them (Davidson, 2009). 
Carbines also discussed the importance of habitat for blue cod, and discussed work which 
has recently been done with the commercial bluff oyster on the impacts of oyster dredging 
on habitat. The study involved looking at comparisons between adjacent dredged and 
recovered areas in Foveaux Strait using a remote drift under water video. The study 
highlighted possible impacts that dredging can have on blue cod, Carbines stated "what 
was interesting was the potential impacts that dredging has on blue cod, and I mean so 
much more than fish that are actually being killed by dredging I mean what are the 
ongoing impacts on populations that have are effected by habitat change". 
The study compared areas that were part of the oyster fishery that have been left fallow to 
recover against areas that are an ongoing part of the fishery. The study found that blue cod 


















diversity and abundances of fish communities were drastically lower in areas that have 
ongoing oyster dredging (Carbines, 2009). Carbines described how the structural 
differences between the recovering and the non-recovering areas provided the major 
differences between fish communities: 
In the recovering area, there 's sponge in there, there's just generally a lot 
of biological complexity. It's that brown fuzz that seems to have recovered 
in a recovering area, and associated with that you get blue cod swimming 
by. Now we contrast that to the area that is currently part of the oyster 
fishery and you can see it 's similar but it 's a lot flatter, there 's not a lot of 
biological complexity in there, and it's pretty devoid of fish (Carbines, 
2009). 
Figure 6.2 illustrates the above quotation and shows how there is a lack of sponge growing 
in the areas that are being continually dredged in Foveaux Strait, and how there are greater 
levels of macro algae cover, topographic complexity and organic cover in the recovering 
areas. Figure 6.3 reveals the major differences in fish abundance between the dredged and 
non dredged areas. The graph shows that blue cod in and leather jacket abundance are 
impacted upon negatively by dredging, and the only species that is more abundant in the 
dredged areas is dogfish . 
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Figure 6.2: Descriptions of benthic habitat features taken from a DUV transect done on 
recovering and dredged areas in summer 2002 in Foveaux Strait (Source: Carbines and 
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Figure 6.3: Standardised counts of demersal fishes taken from DUV transects done on 
recovering and dredged areas in summer 2002 in Foveaux Strait. (Source: Carbines and 
Cole, 2009: 233). 
Carbines study shows the effects that commercial oyster dredging is having on the habitat 
and fish abundance in Foveaux Strait. He explained how "the habitat doesn't really care 
who's towing the dredge, the dredge is signed to rip up the bottom and that's what it will 
do". On a more positive note, the study showed that dredged areas can make a significant 
recovery in habitat complexity and fish communities. 
Based on the work by Carbines and Davidson, the perceptions held by many key 
informants that dredging destroys the bottom habitat (as shown in Table 6.7) were correct, 
as both scientists showed how vulnerable the marine environment is, and how easily it can 
be negatively affected by activities such as dredging. 
6.5 Conclusion 
This chapter has presented the findings associated with both commercial and recreational 
fishing conflicts in the Marlborough Sounds. The blue cod moratorium has raised a 
number of issues and particularly within the recreational fishing sector which have been 
outlined in this chapter. The research found that commercial fishing in various forms has 
stirred up a significant amount of conflict in the Marlborough Sounds especially with 


















Blue Cod Management Group, and there are movements towards community driven 
marine protection in the Sounds through the development of marine protected areas. 
Overall, the results found that the future of fishing in the Sounds is likely to undergo 



















Uses and Conflicts in the 
Marlborough Sounds: Aquaculture 
7.1 Introduction 
Aquaculture is a major industry in New Zealand and has a significant impact upon the 
allocation of space and use of the marine environment in the Marlborough Sounds. This 
chapter will outline the findings from the primary data collection phase of the research. 
Both user-user conflicts and user-environment conflicts will be considered within 
Aquaculture in the Marlborough Sounds. These conflicts are associated with historical 
impacts on aquaculture, reverse sensitivity, the relationship of tourism with aquaculture, 
current and future changes to aquaculture legislation, and the impacts of aquaculture on 
fishing and the marine environment. 
7.2 Historical changes and impacts of Mussel Farming in the 
Marlborough Sounds 
The history of changing aquaculture legislation can be seen in the development of mussel 
farming in Marlborough Sounds. During the late 1980s and early 1990s there was a rapid 
increase in mussel farms throughout the Sounds. A number of key informants discussed 
how mussel farming has occurred in a piecemeal basis without any forward thinking. 

















Table 7.1: Key Informant Views on the Development of Mussel Farming in the Sounds 
Key Finding Relevant Quotes 
Mussel Farming in the Sounds 
occurred on a piecemeal basis with a 
lack of planning vision 
Particularly through the 80s and even the 90s we 
were just thinking oh this would be a good spot to 
stick a farm, and apply for it and go through the 
system and out it popped at the end ... That led to a 
haphazard ad hoc sort of piecemeal approach to 
where mussel farming went. It's understandable 
that's historically how it happened. (Key Informant 
2) 
What happened initially is that you had somebody 
apply for a bit of space here and somebody would 
apply for a bit of space here and it was the first in 
first serve rule. Under that principle it encouraged 
the race for space and it encouraged people to get in 
and get a line in the water and that basically ended 
up having to pick off every individual application as 
they came through under the RMA. There was no 
broad planning structure. (Key Informant 1) 
Post the creation of the RMA, there was an 
opportunity for any member of the public to apply for 
more water space in the Sounds. It was wrought with 
sort of loop holes. (Key Informant 7) 
The above actions show that the legislation that was dealing with aquaculture in the early 
1990s was fairly weak, and was inadequate to deal with the huge demand for mussel 
farming in the Sounds. The Research highlighted that the significant amount of mussel 
farms that are now found in Pelorus Sound is due to the fact that Pelorus was originally 
classified as a working landscape, whereas Queen Charlotte Sound was viewed more as an 
area for recreation and tourism to occur. Appendix H illustrates the difference in the 
quantity of mussel farms between Pelorus and Queen Charlotte Sound. 
Key informant 11 discussed this, and stated "when the council first created their Sounds 
plan they kind of designated the Pelorus Sounds as the commercial area and they 
acknowledged the Queen Charlotte should be kept for recreation and tourism". Key 
Informant 6, a Marlborough District Council representative explained how this working 



















When the Sounds plan was originally written going back to 92 ', the nature 
of the Sounds was quite different then. Particularly Pelorus where the 
majority of marine farming is. There was a real strong thrust that came 
through they wanted that to be a working environment, they wanted marine 
farming to occur (Key Informant 6). 
Key Informant 18 discussed the way in which the Marlborough community was involved 
in the initial development of mussel farming, "a lot of the people who were involved in 
them initially were people who lived down there. So they managed to get an income while 
they were down there because there wasn't much else they could do". This shows that the 
Marlborough community were initially supportive of mussel farming as it brought 
economic benefits to the community, however the research found that over time the rapid 
growth of mussel farms has led to a variety of conflicts between users of the Sounds, and 
conflicts between users of the Sounds and the environment. These will be discussed in the 
rest of this chapter . 
7.3 User-User Conflict 
There are a number of conflicts between users that are associated with Aquaculture in the 
Sounds, and this section will outline the factors and causes of this conflict that were 
identified during the research process. 
Many of the key informants discussed the problems that arose with the rapid growth of 
mussel farms. Conflict exists over some of the areas where mussel farms have been 
granted consent in the Sounds, which has created issues for Sounds users due to impacts 
on navigation, landscape, visual and amenity values. Key informant 9 explained this with 
reference to the subjectivity of visual impacts, "the visual impact is becoming an important 
thing, because the visual impact is subjective". Key informant 3, a representative from the 
Department of Conservation, discussed how mussel farms should not be located in 
adjacent to where there are scenic reserves in the Sounds as it impacts upon natural 
character, visual and landscape values: 
In the last 20 years there has been the odd marine farm that has been 
positioned in front of scenic reserves. As a general rule the department has 
been reluctant to see marine farms established in those areas because 
obviously it's not a large part of the Sounds that has scenic reserve coming 
down and we believe those are regionally and nationally significant. And 
should be kept free, so people can go and see open space with ridge top to 




















Key Informant 3 went on to explain why the Department of Conservation there should be 
no mussel farms in some parts of the outer sounds, "we have championed those outer, 
remote, wild and scenic areas. Places where people can just go and get away from it all. 
And we believe those are important areas to be kept free of marine farms". 
The issue of navigation was raised by several key informants, as mussel farms can restrict 
space and make it difficult for other users of the sea. Key informant 8, a representative of 
the mussel industry, explained how the lack of planning of mussel farming resulted in "a 
plethora of new water space and sites granted in really ridiculous sites". Although 
navigation was mentioned by several key informants, the research established that the 
impact of mussel farms on navigation in the Sounds has not caused any serious conflict. 
Key Informant 18 discussed the issue of overcrowding in the Sounds: 
Well where we go its overcrowded, visually bad and makes navigation 
difficult especially at night. But then there are positives too. You can tie up 
to them when you 're fishing, you can shelter behind them when its rough 
and you can take a few mussels off them. I think the positives outweigh the 
negatives. I don't mind the visual side so much (Key Informant 18). 
Key Informant 7 also came to a similar conclusion and stated "there is probably evidence 
to suggest that there is too many of them. They are an eyesore for some people and take up 
a lot of space, but there's no real conflict with them in that sense, there is no open battle 
going on or anything like that there". Key Informant 8 believes that the amount of mussel 
farms in the Sounds may even have a positive spinoff in terms of navigation for users of 
the Sounds, "tongue in cheek you could say we've put a safety barrier all around the shores 
of the Sounds by at least if they are driving around pissed in the dark or anything they are 
going hit the farms before the shore which is a lot harder, and it does happen". These 
quotations show that the community generally doesn't mind the impacts on navigation 
from mussel farming in the Sounds. 
The economic benefits of mussel farming to Marlborough were discussed by several key 
informants. Key Informant 18 stated that "I don't like all the mussel rope that washes upon 
the beach and all the rubbish that comes in on the tide when they are harvested. But I'm 
prepared to put up with that for the economic benefits of them". Key Informant 8 also 
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The first thing that springs to mind is the financial contribution on a local, 
regional and nation basis. You've got an industry that grew from nothing 
and will be again in excess of $250-300 million in export receipts. And all 
that trickles back into this I 00% NZ owned, trickling back into the 
community in one way or another (Key Informant 8). 
Key Informant 10 is was quick to point out the economic benefits of mussel farming, and 
stated that "the mussel industry is an industry that the country would be lost without 
because it earns a lot of international funds". The key informant interviews showed that 
people were generally not bothered with the impacts of mussel farming as the 
contributions that mussel farming makes to the local economy outweigh the impacts on 
recreational values. 
7.3.1 Reverse Sensitivity 
An issue that is increasingly causing conflict between users of the Sounds is the concept of 
reverse sensitivity. This is where new land and bach owners come into the Sounds, build a 
property and then complain about the mussel farms which are located in sea in front or 
nearby their properties, when the mussel farms have a right to be there and were 
established prior to the property or land being built. The new use of land may also have 
adverse effects on the mussel farms in the area. Table 7 .2 outlines quotations from two 













Table 7.2: Reverse Sensitivity Over Mussel Farming in the Sounds 
Key Finding Relevant Key Informant Comments 
Reverse Sensitivity 
occurring over existing 
mussel farms in the 
Sounds. 
You get a lot of people that buy their piece of paradise and go well I 
don't actually like, how can I get rid of it. When it was already there. 
If you're talking about future subdivision and future baches, well you 
could say marine farms were there prior to the baches, more baches 
creates greater potential for more contamination of water quality so it 
can go both ways (Key Informant 6). 
People come to the Sounds they see a bit of land in coastal marine 
zone 2 which is planned to have mussel farming in, they go for a 
subdivision to build a bach or sell the land and then they say we don't 
like farms here. But our view is that area was zoned for that activity, 
you knew that when you bought the place, the farmers aren't doing 
anything wrong. It's more likely that the activities on land from the 
subdivision and runoff and all that is going to affect the farms (Key 
Informant 9). 
The increase in popularity of the Sounds has meant that Pelorus Sound is now seen as a 
natural and recreational landscape, which has increased the potential for reverse sensitivity 
to occur. This may become more of an issue if the increase in the number of properties 
being built continues to rise at a fast rate. 
7 .3.2 Tourism and Aquaculture 
Tourism is an important industry in the Sounds and the research revealed that aquaculture 
has both a negative and positive influence on tourism. The interaction between aquaculture 
and tourism in the Sounds will be discussed below. 
The research showed that there are some interesting relationships between the tourism 
industry and aquaculture in the Marlborough Sounds. Key Informant 10, a tourism 
operator explained how his business often takes tourists out on a boat to mussel farms as 
part of a Marlborough experience, where visitors eat some fresh mussels straight off the 
farm and drink some local Marlborough Wine. The Key Informant stated "we do lots of 
Sounds based things. One of which is Marlborough icons. We are quite involved in taking 
people to mussels. We steam up fresh mussels, match it with a glass of sauvignon blanc 
and everybody sort of leaves laughing at their own jokes and that so it's all good". Key 















attraction: "We go sea kayaking in Keneperu where there are a few mussel farms. Whilst 
you wouldn't want to see them over run the place what they are at the moment is a good 
attraction for sea kayaking trips. People are interested to learn how they work". 
Key Informant 10 also discussed the way that the tourism industry is partly reliant on 
aquaculture as the tourism business assists in the operating of the salmon farming 
processes in the Sounds. The Key Informant explained that "We have a good contract with 
NZ King Salmon, we take all their workers out and harvest the fish and they pay us. It's 
good cash flow for us. Obviously in the winter time when things are a bit quiet from a 
tourism point of view". 
While the above tourist operators highlight how tourism has benefited from aquaculture 
operations in the Sounds, this perspective is not shared by all people in the tourism 
industry. Key Informant 11, another eco tourism operator believes the tourism industry is 
getting wrecked by other industries. The key informant explained, "I am an eco tour 
operator and tourism is Marlborough's biggest earner, it earns over 200 million dollars a 
year. Bigger than any other industries and yet we blindly and naively allow other industries 
to rape and pillage the Sounds, just because they can". Key Informant 11 went on to 
explain how salmon farming in the Sounds is adversely affecting tourism, "a lot of tourists 
are Europeans and Americans, they all know about the negative impacts of salmon farming 
and they are shocked when they see salmon farming in the Sounds". The different opinions 
portrayed in this section highlight that there is a lack of consensus within the tourism 
industry over the use of aquaculture in the Sounds. 
7.3.3 The Aquaculture Moratorium and Legislative Change 
As discussed earlier in this chapter, there have been a number of conflicts that have arisen 
due to the rapid increase of mussel farming in the Marlborough Sounds. The research 
showed that at the present time conflict still exists over the current management of 
aquaculture. 
The introduction of the Aquaculture Management Areas process has caused a lot of 
confusion and complications for the industry. Key Informant 1 explained the complexity 
associated with aquaculture applications, "depending on the status of the application at any 















by the initial legislation, the transitional provisions or the final provisions". Many key 
informants commented on the changes in the legislation and the problems that have arisen. 
Key Informant 7 stated that "the whole process of these reforms was designed to get to a 
stage where the RMA and the fishing were a bit more tied together, and all they've done is 
brought in enormous problems in relation to it". 
The legislative changes have resulted in some user-user conflicts between commercial 
fishers and mussel farmers. Key Informant 1, a representative for the commercial fishing 
industry highlighted how there are contentious issues going through the Environment 
Court at the moment over the allocation of space between mussel farming and commercial 
fishing in Tasman Bay. The case in which Key Informant 1 discussed is associated with 
the transitional legislation that was brought in with the Aquaculture Management Areas 
process. This conflict is associated with section 67j8 of the Fisheries Act where mussel 
farmers have to satisfy a test on the adverse effects on fishing. Key Informant 1 states that 
the test is "the part of the process where there is a lot of interaction between the fisherman 
and the marine farmers. The marine farmers are looking at that process and we're basically 
trying to block it." Although this conflict is not in the Marlborough Sounds, it is still 
important as the outcome of the court case will impact upon the future of aquaculture 
throughout New Zealand. 
The research found that there is little conflict in the Marlborough Sounds between 
commercial fishers and the aquaculture industry. However, Key Informant 19 did discuss 
that mussel farming could have a negative impact on commercial trawling in the Sounds if 
mussel farms continued to increase in trawling areas, the key informant stated "to tow a 
trawl you actually need quite a bit of space as well, you can't just tow up to something, 
pick up your gear and keep towing. It doesn't sort of work like that that easily". Key 
Informant 8, a marine farming representative, discussed the same issue: 
Commercial fishing was always on the basis, the creeping paralysis that 
we were slowly displacing them. That may well be true but my comment to 
that was that for the minimal area that we did replace them, the additional 
contribution from our industry versus what's left of theres, there is no 
comparison (Key Informant 8). 
The current process of establishing Aquaculture Management Areas is causing issues 

















surrounding aquaculture is finalised the use of space in the Sounds for aquaculture is 
subject to change. 
7.3.4 Plan Change 19 in the Marlborough Sounds 
A major source of conflict between users can be seen in association with Plan change 19 in 
the Marlborough Sounds, a policy that is currently being drafted by the Marlborough 
District Council. This plan change means that the public tendering process of Aquaculture 
Management Areas is removed, and groups may apply for more space through the private 
plan change process. This plan change was initiated by the group NZ King Salmon, who 
want to apply for more space for salmon farming in the Marlborough Sounds. 
Key Informant 6, a representative from the Marlborough District Council explained how 
the current tendering process means that people who apply for public space do not 
necessarily get the space if it is approved by the Council, "the way the allocation laws are 
currently written, it is publically tendered. And whilst they might win it if they've already 
spent two hundred thousand creating the space, they might have to pay twice as much and 
not necessarily get it". Key Informant 6 also discussed how the Council's rules on 
aquaculture are out of date in their opinion: 
Theres no rules in our plan under new legislation for AMAs. The whole lot 
had to be changed and councils acknowledged for a very long time that we 
needed to amend policies because they are out of date. We are writing the 
rules, and as part of that we are proposing two zones, one fin fish farming, 
one filter feeders (Key Informant 6). 
The removal of the tendering process means that there will be more Aquaculture 
Management Areas established in the Sounds, which may be used for breeding species 
such as salmon, and all existing farms are deemed Aquaculture Management Areas and 
can possibly be extended subject to certain conditions. Key Informant 6 explained that the 
rules and conditions for new Aquaculture Management Areas in the Sounds will be fairly 
strict and comprehensive: 
The site should be thoroughly investigated through all angles, gone 
through a bunch of hurdles so at the end should it be found to be a perfectly 
good site for aquaculture then the actual resource consent side of things 
should be fairly easy, you 're not testing them through the resource consent 























There were a wide range of opinions from the key informants over plan change 19, which 
highlights that this plan change has the potential to cause a significant amount of user-user 
conflicts. Table 7 .3 shows the diversity of views on plan change 19. 
Table 7.3: Key Informant Views on Plan Change 19 
View Relevant Key Informant Comments 
Plan change 19 removes all What it allows for is the unfettered growth of aquaculture, 
protection mechanisms that they've removed all forms of protectionism. That's what 
control the growth of we're going to end up with. I've tried to warn people about it 
aquaculture. but they can't see it. They say oh the Sounds is full now. 
Bullshit, they'll fill it up all right ... We've spent years trying 
to keep mussel farms in particular out of the Sounds, and we 
have managed to thwart a lot of them, but this aquaculture 
amendment bill has screwed us all over (Key Informant 11). 
The plan change process will The AMA process is now one that is largely plan driven 
stop the piecemeal rather than individually driven. One advantage is that you 
development of aquaculture are going to stop piecemeal development from happening. So 
occurring because a private the AMA will stop that. Unless someone is prepared to go 
plan change is a time through the private plan change process which is an 
consuming and costly process. enormously expensive process to go through (Key Informant 
1). 
I suspect you would be looking beyond 3 years, and under all 
that you've got the potential for legislative reform, which is 
currently underway. (Key Informant 6). 
Plan Change 19 is necessary The councils realised that if it wants to be a part of 
for economic growth in the aquaculture and encourage economic development in 
Marlborough Region. Marlborough there's going to have to be some locations that 
are made available to put more fish farms, particularly 
salmon farms because it's quite profitable at the moment 
(Key Informant 9). 
If they do open it up with strict criteria then all they are 
doing is allowing an industry to be able to operate (Key 
Informant 9). 
There is a mixture of opinions over whether Plan change 19 will be a positive change by 
the Marlborough District Council, but whatever happens, it is highly likely that the plan 





















7.3.5 Future Space for Aquaculture in the Sounds 
As there are so many activities going on in the Sounds and already a significant amount of 
mussel farming in some areas, there is contention over how much space should be made 
available for mussel farming in the Sounds. 
Key Informant 7 outlined this issue, "there will be disagreements between all sorts of 
people on whether it should be expanded, or about the space being occupied by mussel 
farms". Key Informant 13 stated that "there has been continued debate over the existence 
of marine farms. I think what's quite clear is that people are accepting of them but they 
don't want to see any more". One Key Informant who thinks that there is enough mussel 
farming in the Sounds is Key Informant 11, who represents an environmental group. He 
stated that: 
They have filled Pelorus Sound right up to the eyes, every single bay with 
the exception of Tennyson inlet and a couple they did manage to save. 
Nearly every bay is completely full of these farms. When all of the coastal 
zone was full then they wanted to fill the middle up with the middle of the 
bay farms as well, and we've managed to stop that (Key Informant 11 ). 
This quotation highlights the active role that some groups in Marlborough play in stopping 
the growth of mussel farms in the Sounds which has led to conflict between anti-
aquaculture lobby groups and the aquaculture industry. Key Informant 8 discussed this 
conflict: 
The agendas of others were less than honorable, and enabled them to 
knock us out. Just wear you down, use up all your money and burn you out. 
It's usually the very strong anti aquaculture lobby group which exists in 
many quarters. And they become cleverer and cleverer at knocking us out 
with the clever use of incorporated societies, the government, money and 
renting lawyers and the whole RMA process really became quite a 
vindictive process in the end (Key Informant 8). 
The future use of space in the Sounds for aquaculture is an issue which has raised user-
user conflicts in the Sounds. This conflict is quite significant and is likely to continue into 





















7.3.6 Iwi Involvement in Aquaculture 
A final issue user-user issue that arose during the key informant interviews surrounds the 
involvement of iwi in aquaculture. Under the Maori Commercial Aquaculture Settlement 
Act 2004 iwi are entitled to twenty percent of aquaculture space created after 1992. This 
can be achieved in numerous ways, either by setting aside twenty percent of new space 
that's created, a combination of transferring pre-commencement space by transferring new 
space, or by the purchasing or transfer of existing mussel farms or a monetary payment, in 
lieu of space being created. On the 13th of October 2008, there was a $97 million dollar 
payment for the settlement of the pre-commencement aquaculture space. This payment 
includes settlement for the Marlborough and Tasman region . 
Key Informant 3 spoke of the complexity that is associated with the recent legislative 
changes and stated "that whole deal recently about their allocation, retrospective allocation 
for funding because of the whole twenty percent allocation has put another layer of 
complexity over the whole thing". One issue that was recognised with iwi entitlement to 
twenty percent of future aquaculture was recognised by Key Informant 8. The Key 
Informant discussed how the process is unfair as iwi don't have to pay for any of the 
process of applying for space but still get twenty percent at the end if the application is 
successful: 
The methods for delivering that continue to intrigue us. Because if we 
apply for 10 hectares in a bay, does that mean that you have to give 2 
hectares to iwi when it's all finished. Because I say no you don't. You've 
gone through the process of identifying it, spending it, all of the opportunity 
is yours, all of the cost is yours so why should you be burdened with the 
cost for something for the crown to settle agreements with iwi with. It's 
unethical and we'll fight that (Key Informant 8). 
Other key informants spoke of the recent payout that iwi have received and noted that they 
may want to further develop aquaculture interests in Marlborough or Tasman. Key 
Informant 6 stated that "iwi here are going to have sixty million dollars burning a hole in 
their pocket. .. Some of them have indicated that they would like to invest in aquaculture in 
the Sounds and some of them have indicated that they would like to do some fish farming. 
If there is a growth it's probably going to be reliant on what iwi aspirations are". Key 
Informant 11 also talked of iwi's interest in commercial mussel farming, and stated "at the 
















This section has shown that the pre-commence payment and legislative rights for iwi 
created under the The Maori Commercial Aquaculture Settlement Act 2004 is likely to 
influence aquaculture in the Marlborough Sounds and may create tension between users. 
7.4 User-Environment Conflict 
The research highlighted that aquaculture may be have adverse effects on the marine 
environment, and may also have potential effects on fishing in the Marlborough Sounds. 
This section will outline the potential user-environment conflicts that may exist. 
7.4.1 Impacts of Mussel Farming 
The research found that there were many different views on the effects that mussel farming 
may be having on the marine habitat which sits underneath a mussel farm. A recent 
Cawthron Institute study was conducted that investigated the ecological effects of farming 
shell fish and other non-finfish species. The released report classified the ecological effects 
into three main areas which are (1) the effects on the seabed,(2) the effects on the water 
column, and (3) wider ecological issues such as effects on fish, mammals and the spread of 
invasive species or disease ( see Figure 7 .1) 
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Figure 7.1: The interaction of impacts of mussel farming on the seabed, the water column 

















The report found that the overall environmental risks to the seabed were low to moderate, 
with the main risk coming from bio deposits, drop off of shell and associated biota 
effecting the benthic habitat (Keeley et al. 2009). It also found that the effects on seabed 
are site specific and effects are minimised by locating farms in well flushed areas, where 
species and habitats of special value are not present. The report explains that the effects on 
water column were hard to define and that it is likely that because there are no significant 
water column issues evident, the effects associated with in shore farming practices are 
likely to be minor. Wider ecological issues that were recognised in the report included 
biosecurity issues such as the spread of pest organisms which could pose a risk to coastal 
ecosystems in New Zealand, however the likelihood of this occurring was ranked as 
relatively low (Keeley et al. 2009). The study also found that there are some ecological 
effects from mussel farming that could be considered beneficial. 
The report outlined that there is a reasonably good knowledge within New Zealand over 
the ecological impacts of greenshell mussel farming, and there is also a significant level of 
knowledge of aquaculture when put in context with effects associated with other coastal 
activities, such as fishing and trawling. Finally, the report recommended that management 
of Aquaculture should occur on a bay-wide or regional scale so that management can be 
put in context, and prioritised around the greatest sources of risk (Keeley et al. 2009). 
Hunt (2009), a guest speaker at the Marlborough Sounds Fishing Forum 2009 had similar 
information on marine pests as that covered in the Cawthron research. She explained that 
Marlborough's aquaculture has several threats to its production and quality from marine 
pests. She used the example of didemnum vexillum, a pest which is already affecting 
greenshell mussel production. 
Many of the key informants who were interviewed referred to the Cawthron study or 
discussed other studies which had found that the impacts of mussel farming were not as 
bad as many people assume. Key Informant 9 discussed some of the reports that are 
written on the impacts of mussel farming: 
These are papers that are basically saying if you put it somewhere where 
there's no reef and it's a muddy bottom there's no problem with it. These 
all summarise a lot of papers that have been done, and they've all came out 


















there's no weapons of mass destruction underneath them and they're not 
environmental hazards (Key Informant 9). 
Key Informant 6 shared a similar perspective and explained "basically all the filter feeders 
pretty much have the same effect, as long as you locate it on a seabed that's not going to 
be affected but it then it doesn't matter what you pretty much farm". Davidson (2009), a 
marine scientist who also spoke at the fishing forum, explained discussed mussel farming's 
effect on the seabed, "it's critical that marine farms are based over habitats that are 
appropriate for marine farms. To put over a fantastically biogenic habitat then it's highly 
likely that that habitat is going to suffer, if not replaced by another habitat which would be 
less suitable for cod". 
Key Informant 8 believes that mussel farms have positive benefits to the environment, and 
linked mussel farms with marine reserves: 
The moment you establish a marine farm in today's environment, you do 
actually create a mini marine reserve, because they can no longer go 
trawling there, they can no longer dredge in there, so that very modified 
seafloor that we all know exists throughout the Marlborough Sounds 
mostly from dredging and trawling, recovers (Key Informant 8). 
There were some vastly contrasting views to the above quote, as several key informants 
believe that mussel farms may be having adverse impacts on the environment. Table 7.4 



















Table 7.4: Key Informant views that mussel farms may be having negative effects on the 
marine environment 
View Relevant Key Informant Comments 
Mussel Farms may be having 
a negative effect on the 
marine environment. 
So the aquaculture brings in their experts from Niwa and 
Cawthron, now these guys are highly paid liars, and I don't say 
that lightly. They have very narrow terms of reference and it's 
interesting that sometimes they can say things that are correct but 
if you widen the parameters of their terms of reference they would 
be unacceptable (Key Informant 11). 
There's an element of people that believe that the marine farms are 
not the great silver bullet that aquaculture keep saying they are. I 
see some merit in that thinking. You cannot alter an environment 
or ecosystem to that degree without having plus and minus effects 
(Key Informant 13). 
I worry more about the filter feeders, what are they filtering out of 
the water that fish would otherwise aquire as well. I just don't 
think there was enough background work done before all these 
things went in (Key Informant 19). 
I worry more about the filter feeders, what are they filtering out of 
the water that fish would otherwise aquire as well. I just don't 
think there was enough background work done before all these 
things went in (Key Informant 19). 
An issue that was raised by several people was over the location of the mussel farms in 
relation to the land and the ecological habitat which is found close to shore. Key Informant 
2, a representative of the Department of Conservation explained that "most of the issues 
that we've dealt with are mainly in that closer zone because that's where most of the 
impacts occur, mainly where most of the interesting ecological values are". 
Key Informant 3 also discussed the placement of the farms, and said "there's a lot of 
debate about the placement of them for starters and their proximity to shore and their 
closeness. And the effects that they have on the benthic habitat especially with the huge 
buildup of dead shell underneath the mussel farms which they don't do anything about and 
it just accumulates". In contrast to the above, Key Informant 8 discusses the buildup of 
shells and states that "It's just shells it's just lime anyway, it's just calcium there's nothing 
toxic. There's nothing to suggest for a second that there is anything adverse taking place. 



















This section suggests that although there are studies that show mussel farms are not likely 
to have a significant impact on the marine environment, there is still a diverse range of 
opinions in the Marlborough community surrounding the potential adverse impacts that 
mussel farms may be having in the Sounds. 
7.4.2 The Effects of Overcrowding Mussel Farms in the Marlborough Sounds 
Another topic that was discussed by the key informants was the effect that overcrowding 
of mussel farming can have on the production and quality of mussels. Key Informant 8 
explained: 
In many instances there shouldn't be any more water space granted 
because we know now, we have good robust information about the 
performance of virtually every site in the industry and some of them are 
really struggling. It's a bay specific issue where by virtue of the stocking 
density of the farms, some of those bays have certainly compromised the 
historical performance of those sites, by having too many in there (Key 
Informant 8). 
Key Informant 12 also described how too many farms may have compromised mussel 
performance in the Sounds, the Key Informant stated that "it initially took only months for 
green shell mussels to come up to harvesting size but now it's taking several years in some 
cases. So that means that food for the mussels is in short supply and it's a limited amount 
of food there and I believe that it's at its maximum, or past its maximum". Key Informant 
8 used an analogy of carrots to explain the effect that overcrowding can have, and stated 
that "if you think of a row of carrots, it's the simplest analogy, if you don't thin them out 
you'll just end up with a whole lot of runts and not a hell of a lot of them". 
Although the effects on mussel production from overcrowding mussel farms was only 
mentioned by two key informants, it may be an issue that needs to be further considered 
because of the high numbers of mussel farms that are located in some areas of Pelorus 
Sound. 
7.4.3 Salmon Farming 
Another aquaculture activity that was discussed with reference to environmental effects 
was salmon farming. Some key informants were supportive of salmon farming in the 
Sounds. Key Informant 8 stated that "New Zealand King Salmon is $50 million dollar 















contrast, Key Informant 11 believes that salmon farming is having an adverse effect on the 
Marlborough Sounds environment; and stated "there are 6 salmon farms out here. Each 
farm gives off more waste every single day than the amount of sewerage from a town of 
over 20,000 people. Every fricken day. And that's how much they are dumping in our 
water every fricken day". Key Informant 11 went on to explain how the worst thing about 
salmon farming is the buildup of nitrogen, which gets circulated around the Sounds and it 
becomes "a dead end, with no exit" (Key Informant 11 ). The key informant also referred to 
overseas examples where salmon farming has caused major impacts on the environment. 
Key Informant 8 acknowledged that salmon farming has a significantly different impact 
on the environment compared to mussel farming, and said: 
The only problem they've got is they grow the dreaded wet fish, being 
salmon what you get is a completely different set of dynamics as far as 
environmental effects and so forth are concerned. And they do have 
potential to have a greater impact on the site because of high density 
animal numbers and so forth and the fact that they are going to have an 
effect (Key Informant 8). 
Key Informant 8 went on to explain that there are very good mitigation processes in place, 
and stated that the salmon industry is "very good at managing their own affairs", and 
believes that "there have never been any issues in NZ in terms of disease or any of that sort 
of carry on". Key Informant 6, a council representative stated that future salmon farming 
activity in the Sounds is likely to be classed as a discretionary activity in order to have 
tighter controls, as "anything to do with discharges is likely to be a discretionary consent, 
council wants the discretion to control it" (Key Informant 6). 
While conditions are likely to be strict, the environmental effects of salmon farming may 
be a topic that needs to be researched further, especially if plan change 19 results in a 
considerable increase in salmon farming in the Sounds. 
7.4.4 Effects of Aquaculture on Fishing 
The effects of aquaculture on fishing is an issue which created a division of opinion within 
the key informants interviewed, and the effects of aquaculture on fishing is causing a small 






















informant perceptions that were identified over mussel farming impacts on fishing in the 
Sounds. 
Table 7.5: Key Informant quotations showing positive and negative perceptions of mussel 
farming effects on fishing in the Sounds 
Positive Negative 
There's always an argument to say 
that mussel farms can be beneficial to 
recreational fishers (Key Informant 
3) 
I think that every farm is a fish 
attraction device, no question (Key 
Informant 8) 
Recreational guys don't complain 
because they tie up, they get a feed of 
mussels, they catch snapper behind 
the bloody harvesting boats, so 
basically they've gone away (Key 
Informant 9). 
I think the jury is still out on whether mussel farms 
impact cod population. There's probably reasonable 
speculation with mussels being filter feeders and where 
they sit in the water column, may have some impact on 
the viability of cod eggs. So that's one perspective that 
sits out there (Key Informant 5) 
You have the other side of the camp at the extreme side 
who say mussels are eating all the eggs and they're 
saying they are silting up valuable habitat and so on 
and so forth. Now there's an element of truth in that but 
how much effects the overall ecosystem I wouldn't have 
a clue (Key Informant 13). 
We do believe that the mussel farms definitely have an 
effect on the blue cod fishery and probably the snapper 
fishery as well, detrimental effect. Because it's been 
well proven that fish eggs have been taken in by the 
mussels and not actually digested by the mussel but 
known as a foreign object and they're actually coated 
in slime which renders that egg useless and it drops to 
the bottom and naturally dies. And that's goes on 
regularly, there's a few million eggs that don't get to 
where they are meant to be (Key Informant 12). 
As shown in the table above, there are two perspectives over the impacts of mussel farms 
on the Sounds fishery. One that is positive and views mussel farms as an attraction for fish 
and the other side which believes that fish populations may be negatively impacted upon 
by mussels affecting fish eggs. 
7.4.5 Adaptive Management and Aquaculture 
A final issue that was highlighted in the research is the current adaptive management 
regime which is part of the aquaculture resource consent process. Two key informants 



















farms can be developed in stages depending on their ongoing effects on the environment. 
Key Informant 1 explained an issue with this process: 
The problem with an adaptive management plan is they say they are going 
to do all of these things and continue to manage and adapt along with the 
development until you know what the situation is. The problem with that is 
that by the time you've got an undue adverse effect you are in a situation 
whereby the effect is already there. So the development is in the water, so 
we're going to stop what's happening in the future, but you're stuck with 
what you've got there until they overcome it. So you can't win on that one 
(Key Informant 1). 
This shows that some users are not happy with the way that aquaculture is currently 
managed in stages, as an aquaculture application may have effects on the environment that 
cannot be stopped once the first stage of farming is in place. Key Informant 11 also 
showed disapproval of the adaptive management regime, and said that "the Council have 
instigated a thing now that they call adaptive management regimes. Which is another way 
of saying now we can change the rules half way through again". This adaptive 
management regime has been used is Tasman Bay and is likely to be a part of future 
aquaculture applications in the Marlborough Sounds, and therefore may cause conflict 
between users over the environmental effects of mussel farming on the marine 
environment. 
7.5 Conclusion 
This chapter has outlined the conflicts and issues that have arisen surrounding aquaculture 
in the Marlborough Sounds. As shown, conflict can be traced back to the start of mussel 
farming. Since the rapid growth of mussel farming began there have been tensions 
between different users and uses of the Sounds. Changing legislation has played a 
significant role in these conflicts and the research found that current and future legislation 
is likely to create further tension between users. The data collection phase found that the 
environmental effects of aquaculture are highly contested and there are a wide range of 
opinions evident between the key informants who were interviewed. One thing that 
everybody did agree on was that aquaculture makes up a significant part of the use of the 


























This chapter will discuss the findings that were outlined in chapters five, six and seven, 
and will be divided into sections that are related to the themes that were discussed in the 
literature review, including integration, conflict, engagement with stakeholders, adaptive 
management, and implementation of and barriers to implementing marine spatial planning. 
The chapter will also relate the findings back to the objectives and aims of this research 
and discuss the future implications of the study. 
8.2 Integration 
Integration was recognised as an essential part of marine spatial planning by several 
authors in chapter two of the research. Klee (1999) argued that integration helps to 
overcome single sector management in the marine environment where different agencies 
carry out separate roles with little coordination. There were issues revealed in the field 
research that can be related to the literature chapter regarding a lack of integration between 
authorities. The Sounds has had a significant increase in users within the past two decades 
which has lead to added pressure being put on marine resources and competition between 
users for resources. The pressure caused by the popularity of the Sounds has led to issues 
between users and has had adverse effects on the environment. The main authorities who 
are involved in managing the Sounds have struggled to deal with some issues that have 
arisen, and the research highlighted that there is a lack of communication between some of 




















Vallega (1999) found that marine spatial planning involves horizontal and vertical 
integration between the groups who use the Sea. Horizontal integration is when there are 
connections across the various users of the Sea, while vertical integration occurs between 
decision makers and policies from a national down to a local level. There is a lack of 
vertical integration evident between the Ministry of Fisheries and the Marlborough District 
Council. This can be linked to the different statutory roles which each authority has. The 
Council is responsible for the management of the effects on the land and the management 
of some activities on the water such as aquaculture, but has no authority in regard to 
directly regulating fishing in the Marlborough Sounds. While both land based and water 
based activities that the Council manages do have an impact on the Marlborough Sounds 
fishery, there are no statutory mechanisms which allow the council to regulate fishing 
activity. For this reason, the connections between the Ministry of Fisheries and the 
Marlborough District Council need to be strong, because the Ministry of Fisheries is the 
authority which is responsible for the direct management of the Marlborough Sounds 
fishery. 
The Marlborough District Council has consulted the lobby group Soundfish to seek advice 
over fishing issues in the Sounds, however the new development of the Blue Cod 
Management Group may have made the role of Soundfish less active as the future 
planning of the blue cod fishery is now in the hands of the Blue Cod Management Group. 
Although the Blue Cod Management Group has the support of the local council, it is a 
Ministry of Fisheries initiative and does not involve the Council due to different statutory 
responsibilities. Feedback to the Council can occur through Soundfish as there are 
members of Soundfish on the Blue Cod Management Group, but the research did not 
establish whether this is feedback is occurring. Although the research highlights that there 
is a lack of integration evident between the Council and the Ministry of Fisheries over 
fishing activities and regulation in the Sounds, there is communication between the two 
groups with the current aquaculture legislation, and future aquaculture resource consent 
applications will involve both groups as required by law. 
Another factor that is likely to have a major impact on integration over the management of 
the Sounds is the changes to the Nelson Ministry of Fisheries Regional Office. 























the Ministry of Fisheries and other groups in the Sounds. Decisions regarding the Sounds 
fishery are now likely to made from Wellington, which will hinder further communication 
between local authorities. For example, it was shown in the results that the marine 
protected areas strategies for the Sounds will be harder to implement as the relationship 
between the Department of Conservation and the Ministry of Fisheries will be impacted 
upon by the re prioritising of the Ministry of Fisheries' resources. 
The results section outlined how there is some effective work being done with the Council 
and the Department of Conservation through the recent community workshops that were 
conducted on the future of the Marlborough Sounds. It is important that the Department of 
Conservation and the Marlborough District Council work closely together, especially 
because the Department of Conservation does not have much statutory power over the 
Sounds and therefore its input must be incorporated into the Council's planning 
mechanisms. The community workshops that were conducted highlight how both of these 
authorities collaborated and shared resources in order to obtain wide community input into 
planning documents. The workshops also addressed iwi interests in the decision making 
process and discussed ways in which iwi can become further involved which will allow for 
further integration in the management of the Sounds, as shown in Table 5.3. Addressing 
iwi interests should help in reducing conflicts between iwi and authorities, as iwi are given 
more input into future planning mechanisms in the Sounds. 
These workshops are a example of horizontal integration, whereby the input of 
stakeholders was used to determine the allocation of space in order to reduce conflicts and 
avoid the depletion of natural resources (Post and Carl, 1996). The workshops will help 
guide both the Conservation Management Strategy and the Regional Policy Statement. 
This means that there will be consistency between these documents, which is another key 
aspect of integration as discussed by Thai-Eng (1993). 
The research established that in some areas of the Sounds there is a clear lack of horizontal 
integration between some users of the Sounds. This was illustrated by the lack of 
consensus that is evident between many of the different users of the Sounds. It was clear 
that commercial fishers and recreational fishers have different views on the impacts of 
dredging on habitat and there is disagreement within groups of the recreational sector over 



















some gaps evident between users of the Sounds, there were some positive examples of 
horizontal integration between users identified. This was highlighted by the way that 
tourism operators work with the aquaculture industry with transportation to and from 
salmon farms, as well as the way the tourism industry currently use mussel and salmon 
farms as tourist attractions. 
8.3 Conflict 
Conflicts in the marine environment can be linked to a greater increase and concentration 
of people in coastal areas (Ehler, 2008). The results showed that there have been 
significant increases in users of the Sounds, which is seen through an increase of boats and 
baches. Table 8.1 shows the many different uses in the Sounds and the way in which some 
uses are incompatible as revealed by the research. These conflicts have been divided into 
Valega' s ( 1999) classifications of locational, environmental and visual incompatibilities in 
coastal areas. These incompatibilities are a key component of conflict as many conflicts 
exist as a result of users sharing the same space or natural resources, and many of these 






















Table 8.1: Incompatibilities of uses and activities in the Sounds (adapted from Vallega, 
1999: 174) 
1 Locational I Commercial Both of these uses require a I Low 
Trawling/Dredging significant amount of space in the 
and Aquaculture ocean to operate. 
I Aquaculture and Aquaculture takes up space which can I Low 
Recreational cause navigation issues for 
I 1 Activities recreational users of the marine 
environment in the Sounds. 
Environmental Commercial Dredges damage the marine habitat I High 
Dredging and impacting on fish stocks and therefore 
Recreational Fishing affect recreational fishing. 
I I 
I I Mussel Farming and Mussel farming may damage the I Medium 
I 1 Environmental marine environment and can 
Protection negatively impact upon environmental 
I I values in the Sounds. 
Recreational Fishing Recreational Fishing pressure has I High 
and Environmental impacted upon blue cod stocks in the 
Sustainability of the Sounds and therefore conflicts the 
Marlborough Sounds sustainability of the Marlborough 
Fishery. Sounds fishery. 
Commercial set The flat fish fishery in the inner I Medium 
netting and Sounds may not be large enough to be 
Recreational set shared by both commercial and 
netting recreational fishers. 
Commercial There are not many places in the I Low 
Scalloping and Sounds where scallops are available, 
Recreational and these areas are shared between 
Scalloping commercial and recreational fishers. 
I Visual I Aquaculture and Aquaculture has visual impacts on I Medium 
Recreational activities recreational values as they can be seen 




















Table 8.1 shows that there are a number of incompatibilities between uses of the 
Marlborough Sounds. These have lead to varying levels of conflict between users. The 
main conflicts that were identified in the Sounds were associated with fishing and 
aquaculture, and the previous chapters outlined how these conflicts can be broken down 
into user-user and user-environment conflicts. 
Many of the conflicts that were identified in the Sounds are associated with the blue cod 
moratorium, as the decision to close the Sounds was very sudden and unexpected by many 
Sounds users. The results showed that part of the conflict may be connected to the 
Ministry of Fisherie's management of the Sounds within the last couple of decades, as 
previous regulatory measures have not succeeded in maintaining blue cod stocks at a 
sustainable level. If more drastic action was taken earlier, this moratorium might may not 
have needed to have taken place. 
There is also clear conflict evident between fishers, illustrated by the division of opinions 
on the status of the blue cod fishery. However, the results showed that attitudes of fishers 
have begun to change and people in the recreational sector want to work together to create 
a sustainable fishery. If this is to be achieved then the disagreement and a lack of 
communication between some recreational fishing groups needs to be overcome. The 
implementation of the Blue Cod Management Group has been positively received by the 
community and although the process of establishing tools for a future blue cod 
management plan is a time consuming process, the outcome will be a positive movement 
towards a sustainable blue cod fishery in the Marlborough Sounds. 
Another major conflict identified with fishing was between commercial and recreational 
fishers. It became clear that commercial set netting has caused ongoing disruption in the 
inner Pelorus Sound, even though there is not a lot of commercial activity in this area. 
Some local people do not like commercial fishers coming in as there is a perception that 
they clean out the flat fish populations with the large nets that they use. A code of practice 
that was developed over this issue has not stopped conflict from occurring over set netting, 
and it appears that as long as commercial fishers remain in this area and operate under the 




















Recreational stakeholders in the Sounds were concerned with commercial impacts on blue 
cod populations in the Sounds because although the commercial sector has voluntarily 
withdrawn from catching blue cod in the Sounds they still get a certain amount of by catch 
of blue cod, which conflicts with the recreational fishing sector. There was also a 
significant response from key informants over the impacts that dredging has on the marine 
habitat and many of them shared concerns over the negative effects that these dredges may 
cause. Key informants also showed concern over the state of the scallop fishery, and 
although the level of conflict identified was small, the importance of the scallop fishery 
should not be forgotten . 
The impacts of dredging were examined by experts Carbines (2009) and Davidson (2009) 
and it was concluded that dredges have significant negative impacts on the bottom habitat 
which is likely to impact negatively upon blue cod stocks. This means that commercial 
fishing is likely to be impacting upon the sustainability of the blue cod fishery; however 
Carbines and Davidson demonstrated how recreational fishing pressure is likely to be the 
major cause of the decline in blue cod populations in the Sounds. Although the results 
chapters use only two scientists' studies to portray the potential adverse effects of fishing 
and dredging, both studies had findings that were similar to a significant proportion key 
informants opinions over the negative impacts of dredging on habitat, therefore it is likely 
that dredges are damaging the bottom habitat. 
The other major conflict that was identified in the Marlborough Sounds concerns 
aquaculture in the form of mussel and salmon farming. Almost all of the issues associated 
with aquaculture are connected to the legislation which controls and regulates aquaculture 
in New Zealand. The legislation has not been able to cope with the huge demand for 
Aquaculture space, which has resulted in user- user conflicts over the use of space in the 
Marlborough Sounds as well potential adverse effects on the environment. Taussik (2007) 
stated that aquaculture can be hard to assess and experts will often vary in their opinions. 
This was shown in the research as there were a wide range of viewpoints over pros and 
cons of mussel and salmon farming in the Sounds, which creates uncertainty surrounding 
the effectiveness of any aquaculture legislation in the future. 
The rapid growth of mussel farming has caused issues in the Sounds over landscape and 





















do not want to see anymore growth in most places. A number of positive aspects of 
aquaculture were discussed in relation to the economic contributions that the industry 
makes to Marlborough. The opinions on the impact of mussel farming on fishing were 
divided, and the research did not reveal whether or not mussel farms adversely affect 
fishing in the Sounds. 
The effects on the marine environment of mussel farming were also an issue raised during 
the study. Current research shows that mussel farms do not have adverse effects on the 
environment if they are placed above the right habitat; however some key informants 
shared their concerns over this issue. The research also showed that the overcrowding of 
many mussel farms will place constraints on mussel production as there are not enough 
nutrients available in the water for the farms to function effectively. 
As well as the conflicts that are already evident in the Sounds, there were some conflicts 
that are perceived conflicts at this stage, but may become more of an issue in the future. 
These perceived conflicts are still important, because if these conflicts are recognised in 
advance then measures may be adopted to stop these conflicts from occurring (Young et al. 
2007). The perceived conflicts established in the research can be seen in the table below. 
Table 8.2: Potential Incompatibilities of uses in the future of the Sounds (adapted from 
Vallega, 1999: 174). 
Type Of Incompatible Reason Perceived Degree of 
Compatibility uses/activities Conflict 
Environmental Salmon Farming and Salmon Farms Low 
Environmental produce a lot of waste, 
Protection and if not managed 
properly these could 




Organisational Marine Protected If Marine protected Medium 
Areas and Commercial Areas are used in the 
Fishers/iwi Sounds they may 
exclude commercial 
and customary fishing 
practices which could 



















The first perceived incompatibility is associated with the future expansion of salmon 
farming in the Marlborough Sounds through Plan Change 19, as this plan change provides 
the opportunity for the further development and growth of aquaculture. This growth is not 
likely to be significant as the Marlborough community is wary of aquaculture due to the 
rapid increase of mussel farming that occurred in the 1990s. Salmon farming is the main 
type of aquaculture that is going to be developed further in the Sounds, which has raised 
concerns with environmental groups concerning the amount of pollution that salmon farms 
produce. The Council has said that restrictions on salmon farming are likely to be strict to 
ensure that the effects on the environment are minimal and the council will have greater 
control over salmon farming as the activity is likely to be a classed as a discretionary 
rather than controlled activity. Iwi involvement in aquaculture looks as though it is going 
to increase through the recent payment that has been received from the Government, and 
they have signified that they would like to invest in aquaculture in the Sounds which will 
create further growth of the industry. 
The other perceived conflict concerns the use of marine protected areas in the Sounds, 
which may create the potential for conflict between recreational users, commercial users 
and iwi, as all of these users have different requirements and uses of areas in the Sounds 
which may be suitable for protection. The use of marine protected areas will be discussed 
later in this chapter. 
The conflicts that exist in the Sounds occur in many different forms, some conflicts can be 
seen in biological form, such as the impacts of fishing on blue cod, while other conflicts 
exist around spatial allocation and social issues. Gilliland and Laffoley (2008) explained 
that the multiplicity of demands that are put on coastal resources need to be understood 
collectively if resource managers are to make manage coastal areas effectively. The 
conflicts that were identified in the research are already known by the decision makers in 
the Marlborough Sounds region. However, the lack of integration between authorities and 
the conflicts identified suggests that some issues are being looked at on an individual basis, 
and not part of an "entire ecosystem" approach (Tyldesley, 2004). For example, even 
though the Blue Cod Management Group is making progress on establishing a fisheries 
plan that will make the fishery more sustainable, blue cod is only one species of varieties 
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CHAPTER EIGHT 
8.4 Engagement with Stakeholders 
There are some positive signs in the Marlborough Sounds over the engagement of 
Stakeholders in the planning process. The Marlborough Sounds Fishing Forum 2009 was 
an example of stakeholder engagement, where stakeholders of the Sounds worked together 
and discussed the future of the Sounds. While everybody did not agree on all issues, there 
was a strong sense of community ownership of the Sounds fishery. The Blue Cod 
Management Group has continued this community momentum and has a role in engaging 
with stakeholders. Progress of the Blue Cod Management Group appears to be slightly 
hindered by disagreement within the recreational sector which is a shame, because the 
decisions that are established out of the Blue Cod Management Group will require full 
support from the community when the blue cod fishery is reopened. 
Crowder and Norse (2008) explained how the engagement of stakeholders early in the 
planning process can help identify values as well as "the full suite of human activities". 
The research highlighted how there are a wide range of people who use the Sounds, and 
many stakeholders have different views and interests in the management. For this reason 
engagement with stakeholders is a vital part of planning in the Sounds. The recent values 
document put together by the Council and the Department of Conservation is a good 
example of engaging with stakeholders, and highlighted how community views on 
important qualities of the Sounds are being identified. The workshops are a good example 
of stakeholder analysis, as they provided information on stakeholder's interests, agendas, 
values and perceptions (Brugha and Varvasovsky, 2000). These views are likely to be 
reflected in the Marlborough Regional Policy Statement that will be released in 2010. This 
is important because stakeholders need to be involved in the setting of priorities and key 
desired outcomes in the planning process (Douvere and Pomeroy, 2008) The spatial 
exercises that were undertaken at these workshops showed an element of marine spatial 
planning, as these exercises identified different uses of space in the ocean from across the 
different perspectives of various groups. If these spatial exercises are used more frequently 
in planning processes in the future, then better management of the whole marine 























85 Adaptive Management 
Tyldeseley (2004) stated that adaptive management through adjusting existing practices is 
an important part of marine spatial planning. The present research revealed that adaptive 
management has been something which has not been a major part of planning in the 
Sounds, particularly around the Sounds fishery. History shows that the Ministry of 
Fisheries has adapted their management and regulations of fishing in the Sounds based on 
the best science and anecdotal evidence at the time; however the blue cod depletion issue 
highlights how this has not been effective. Monitoring is a key part of adaptive 
management but monitoring of the Sounds fishery is difficult to achieve as the number of 
recreational fishers that operate in the Sounds is not known, and the total level of catch 
which is extracted from the fishery has not been controlled. 
The Marlborough District Council does undertake monitoring of water quality in different 
areas of the Sounds and marine farmers do monitor the areas where mussel farms are 
located in the Sounds, however the research did not establish whether or not this 
information is shared and used to make greater overall decisions. The new Regional 
Policy Statement will contain aspects of the objectives and values of Marlborough 
Stakeholders and it is important the Council undertake ongoing monitoring after the 
release of this policy, as stakeholder views will change over time and these changing 
conditions need to be understood and incorporated into decision making processes (Ehler, 
2003). The change in stakeholders views was exemplified through the change in 
community attitudes over how Pelorus Sound was originally viewed as working landscape, 
but within a number of years is now seen as a recreational and natural landscape. This 
change in attitudes has resulted in conflicts over the visual impacts of mussel farming and 
raised issues such as reverse sensitivity. Authorities in the Sounds must closely monitor 
stakeholder views in the Sounds so that these types of conflicts can be avoided in the 
future. 
8.6 Implementation of Marine Spatial Planning 
Klee (1999) stated that zoning can be a way of reducing conflict and maintaining the 
environment. The research shows that while this may be true, zoning is a complex tool and 
is hard to manage. Zoning has been used in the Marlborough Sounds Resource 

























associated with zoning in areas where mussel farming occurred. The initial implementation 
of zoning did not cope with the huge demand for aquaculture, which is why the farms 
appear in the Sounds in a 'piecemeal' way. However, if the Council controls growth within 
the new zones which will be established with Plan Change 19, then there should be a 
greater spatial vision and more successful planning in the Sounds. 
Marine protected areas are a tool that can be used alongside zoning, and have significant 
potential for community ownership and stakeholder driven marine spatial planning in the 
Marlborough Sounds. Although the marine protected areas policy may be impacted upon 
by recent Ministry of Fisheries issues, the flexibility of marine protected areas means that 
important habitat throughout the Sounds can be protected in a way that suits the users of 
the Sounds. Before this happens there is going to need to be consultation between 
recreational, commercial, iwi and other interest groups to ensure that these areas are in 
suitable areas that won't cause further conflict between these users. The spatial mapping 
exercises done in the community workshops by the Department of Conservation and the 
Marlborough District Council have already provided the stepping stones for marine 
protected areas in the Sounds, as the exercises highlighted geographic areas of socio-
economic, customary and recreational importance. This is significant as mapping of these 
areas can assist in creating an identification of places suitable for place based management 
(Crowder, 2003). 
The research showed that there are many fisheries tools which can be used in the future of 
the Sounds. Whatever tools are picked it is important that these are accepted by the 
community, so there is a high level of compliance and the fisheries plan is successfully 
implemented. These tools must also assist in providing data on fishing to help assist in 
filling the void in the information shortfall surrounding how much fish the recreational 
sector is taking out of the Sounds every year. In this way there will be a greater level of 
detail known about the blue cod fishery in the Sounds, which will lead to better decision 





















8.7 Barriers to Marine Spatial Planning 
There were several barriers that were discovered in the Sounds that are tied into topics 
discussed in Chapter Two of this research. Issues that were discussed by key informants 
included the many different boundaries that exist in the Sounds, which can be linked to the 
literature chapter where it was found that often boundaries are hard to define and do not 
address the spatial structure and location of human activities in the environment (Fowler 
and Treml, 2001). The results show how existing jurisdictional boundaries in the Sounds 
have created confusion between users and make it hard to manage the many activities in 
the area. Having clearer boundaries in the Sounds would be an initial step towards 
improving the management of the Sounds and would enable a more holistic approach to 
planning. 
Lack of resources was another barrier that was highlighted in the research as being an 
issue. The Blue Cod Management Group's recommendations will be based on science 
which is being conducted on blue cod, and the results showed how this is time consuming 
and expensive process. The short window of only four years to make a management plan 
creates another barrier to effective management strategies being developed, as this short 
time frame may make decisions rushed and not as effective as they could be. This type of 
issue was discussed by Plasman (2008), who explained how timeframes in politics are 
short and decision makers often want changes and decisions rapidly. This has occurred in 
the Sounds, where the Minister of Fisheries has said that he wants the moratorium either 
partially or wholly lifted as soon as possible. 
A further barrier to implementing marine spatial planning is that much of the legislation 
surrounding the conflicts and issues in the Sounds is currently under review or in a state of 
change. This includes the management of the blue cod fishery, the Marlborough Regional 
Policy Statement, Plan Change 19, and the process surrounding aquaculture in New 
Zealand. Because policy is in a state of flux it is difficult to plan into the future as rules 
and regulations are not likely to be settled for a few years. For this reason it is important 
that adaptive management and monitoring is undertaken on activities in the Sounds so that 



















8.8 Key Implications of the Research 
In relation to the objectives of this research, conflicts in the Marlborough Sounds have 
been identified and appraised, and linked back to the key principles that were established 
in the literature chapter of this research. This chapter has shown that there are some issues 
evident in the Marlborough Sounds which are associated with the popularity of the 
Sounds, and that management has not been successful in controlling some issues and 
conflicts that have arisen. However, there have been good examples of forward thinking 
and planning which are key elements of marine spatial planning, and there have also been 
measures taken to create an integrated approach to managing the Sounds. 
The research has established that the main principles of marine spatial planning can be 
applied to a specific area, such as the Marlborough Sounds. For this reason the research 
sits closely with the literature on marine spatial planning, and many connections were 
established which illustrated this. The main gap between the literature and the research is 
the specific contextual details of the Marlborough Sounds. The relationships between 
users, authorities and the environment in the Sounds is very unique and there is only so 
much guidance that the literature can provide. 
The key lessons learnt from the research are that in order for marine spatial planning to be 
undertaken in an area then there needs to be a context specific approach used, which is 
designed around the users and the existing framework of governance. The assumption that 
marine spatial planning works better than a single sector approach to management has not 
been proven in this study, however the research indicates that a more integrated approach 
to managing the Sounds would be more beneficial than the current approach. The next 
chapter of the research, conclusions and recommendations, will highlight ways in which an 
integrated approach to managing the Sounds can be taken further, thus helping make the 
Sounds become an even more special place, as well as contribute towards the emerging 
field of marine spatial planning. 
113 
I ~ 

















Conclusions and Recommendations 
9.1 Introduction 
This chapter will conclude the study and address the third objective of this research, which 
is to recommend a future course of action for the management and planning of the 
Marlborough Sounds. The content of all previous chapters will be synthesised before 
conclusions will be drawn on the relationship between marine spatial planning and the 
uses, management, and conflicts in the Sounds that were portrayed in the study. 
Recommendations for the future management of the Sounds will then be discussed before 
the indications and opportunities for future study will be outlined. 
9.2 Marine Spatial Planning in the Marlborough Sounds 
The present research aimed to assess whether marine spatial planning might be 
successfully implemented in the Marlborough Sounds. In order to find this out, research 
objectives were constructed which involved identifying and appraising conflicts in the 
Marlborough Sounds, as well as identifying the underlying principles of marine spatial 
planning that are applicable to the Sounds. The research used a qualitative methodological 
approach to gather data, and used criteria based on stakeholder analysis in order to gain 
detailed information about the stakeholders in the Sounds. 
It was found that there are many different activities that occur in the marine environment 






















resources, and also place added pressure on the authorities that are in charge of managing 
the Sounds. This pressure has lead to conflicts, which are mainly associated with the 
activities of fishing and aquaculture. It was shown that both of these activities have caused 
conflicts between users as well as potential adverse effects on the environment. The 
conflicts in the Sounds can all be traced back to the way that activities are managed in the 
Sounds. 
The main authorities that are associated with the management of the Marlborough Sounds 
are the Marlborough District Council, The Department of Conservation and the Ministry of 
Fisheries. The research found that conflicts in the Sounds could have been avoided if there 
were better management mechanisms and stronger regulations established earlier. The 
relationship between these authorities is not consistent; there are strong links between 
some authorities whereas the relationship between others is weak. 
The discussion chapter related the findings from the research back to the themes of marine 
spatial planning and established that some of the problems that have occurred in the 
Sounds are not entirely unique, and can be linked to writings of authors who have 
discussed how the management of individual sectors and a lack of integration can lead to a 
degradation of resources, and erupt in different types of conflict. The research did find that 
there are some positive links between the principles of marine spatial planning and the 
Marlborough Sounds, and in some areas there has already been a movement towards more 
spatial planning, but there is definitely room for improvement. 
A more integrated approach to managing the Sounds would be an effective way of 
overcoming addressing the current issues in the Sounds, as well as identifying and 
predicting future conflicts. Implementing marine spatial planning will enable better 

























9.3 Recommendations for the Future Management of the Marlborough 
Sounds 
9.3.1 Recommendation: Create a discussion forum which includes representatives across 
the industries who operate in the Sounds, as well as representatives from authorities who 
manage the Sounds. 
Ideally this forum would work best if it operated at a local level, as many of the issues in 
the Sounds revolve around local activities. However, it is suggested that this forum be 
initiated at a high level and welcomed by the Government. Starting at a high level would 
mean that the forum had more chance of succeeding as it would have a greater mandate, 
and the people operating in the forum at the higher level could filter the information down 
through various channels to the local level. If the forum was implemented at a local level it 
may not function very well, because it has been shown that there is so much contention 
between users in the Sounds, that it is unlikely that the forum would contribute anything 
positive and could possibly create further conflict between groups. Local knowledge and 
ideas could still be incorporated into the forum, but the operation of the group at a higher 
level would provide stability to the forum. 
The role of the group would be to create ongoing discussions on activities in the Sounds, 
and would aim to assess the impacts of all of the activities in the Sounds on each other, as 
well as the overall cumulative impacts on the Sounds. This would assist in identifying 
potential conflicts and resolving existing conflicts, by viewing the Sounds as an entire 
ecosystem, with all of the different uses and interacting activities included. It is 
recommended that this forum has a statutory basis, which gives the forum members an 
obligatory duty to consult with each other. If the forum was voluntary, the current research 
shows that authorities may not consult with each other to an acceptable level, which would 
make the forum dysfunctional. 
The forum would be made up of government and industry representatives. Governmental 
groups who would make up the group could include representatives from the Marlborough 
District Council, the Department of Conservation, the Ministry of Fisheries, and any other 
relevant agencies who would like to be included, such as Biosecurity NZ. The non-
governmental representatives in the forum could include representatives from the Marine 


























groups, iwi, farming, forestry and any other relevant interest groups. Although this study 
did not focus on the effects of land uses on the Marlborough Sounds, the inclusion of the 
above activities would be vital to the forum in order to create a holistic approach to 
managing the Sounds. 
Representatives of groups could share information, objectives, and concerns about 
activities occurring in the Sounds. The group would be beneficial to industries that operate 
in the Sounds because if there is a spatial vision established of future uses in the area, then 
investors and industry representatives can get a greater level of investment certainty, and 
longer term planning of infrastructure and activities can be established. 
The Marlborough District Council is already a unitary authority, which would make 
discussions on the forum even more integrated. The forum would help fill the gap which is 
apparent between certain authorities, and although authorities would still operate under 
different acts and pieces of legislation, the increase in communication between these 
groups would help ensure consistency between policy setting and decision making. For 
example, issues under the Resource Management Act 1991 will be able to be discussed in 
conjunction with fisheries issues. 
As the forum would simply be for discussing activities in the Sounds, it should not be 
heavily influenced by changes in political parties or similar factors. A long term vision 
needs to be created and this should be emphasised. 
Marlborough District Council could initiate the group, as it is the key authority which has 
the greatest influence over the use of the Sounds. The forum could be set up to meet on a 
regular basis, and a database could be established which would enable groups to update 
information and perceived changes to their activities or management of those activities . 
Spatial mapping could be used to highlight all of the existing uses of the Sounds as well as 
the areas where growth is projected. Mapping could also help identify where cumulative 
effects need to be considered. 
In terms of timing, the next one to two of years would be the best time for this forum to be 
established. When reopened to blue cod fishing there is going to need to be close 

















forum would provide an avenue for discussion over how the fisheries plan is working, and 
may help predict any future conflicts that may arise in the Sounds. 
As well as the Sounds being re-opened to blue cod fishing, the Marlborough Regional 
Policy Statement is about to be released and this is also an opportunity for discussion over 
the way in which it works and whether it is functioning effectively. The Sounds fishery 
plans, the Regional Policy Statement and the Marlborough Resource Management Plan 
should all be looked at together. The forum would assist in integrating these policies 
towards a more holistic approach of looking at activities, uses and values in the Sounds. 
Marine protected areas are another tool which could be incorporated into discussions on 
the forum. As the development of marine protected areas is a joint venture between the 
Department of Conservation and the Ministry of Fisheries, the forum would be a suitable 
place for discussions to take place. In this way, the Council and industry representatives 
can become engaged in the marine protected areas process from the outset, which will 
reduce the likelihood of conflicts between uses occurring and will be an effective way of 
allocating space in the Sounds. 
Engagement of stakeholders would be encouraged by all of the authorities involved, and 
the information that is gathered from talking to stakeholders may be shared amongst the 
forum users. For example, information from activities such as the recent community values 
workshop could be shared with the Ministry of Fisheries, so that everybody has a greater 
idea of what is going on in the Sounds. Adaptive management would be a key component 
of the forum, because if all of the different operators know what each other are doing then 
better decisions can be made, and activities can change and evolve as pressures and uses of 
space in the Sounds fluctuate. 
The increase of users in the Marlborough Sounds is likely to continue, and unless all of the 
activities that are occurring in the Sounds are analysed together, there are going to be some 
major issues in the future. This forum would provide a greater long term spatial vision and 






















9.3.2 Recommendation: Expand the role of the Blue Cod Management Group 
Although the Blue Cod Management Group is playing an important role in establishing a 
sustainable fisheries plan for Blue Cod in the Marlborough Sounds, it is also an example of 
a sector by sector approach, where one part of the ecosystem is looked at by itself and not 
as part of an overall system. 
For this reason, it is recommended that once the management plan for the blue cod fishery 
has been established, that the Blue Cod Management Group expand its role and includes 
other species in the Sounds as well as blue cod. This group could then investigate ways of 
making all fisheries in the Sounds sustainable, and should play an active role in furthering 
tools such as marine protected areas in the Sounds. 
Ongoing scientific studies on blue cod are recommended, and the Blue Cod Management 
Group should continue to encourage the use of scientific information to help guide the 
Minister of Fisheries decisions over the management of the Sounds fishery. It is 
acknowledged that if the role of the Blue Cod Management Group is expanded, then it 
may create further conflict with the group Soundfish. However, as the Blue Cod 
Management Group already has the support of the Ministry of Fisheries it is in a much 
greater position to have an effect on the management of the fisheries. Although the 
Minister may not want the Blue Cod Management Group continued, if there is enough buy 
in from the community then the expansion of the group may be possible. There could also 
be discussions with Soundfish, regarding possible ways to further integrate these two 
groups. 
9.3.3 Recommendation: Formalise the closure and surrender the quota of Commercial 
Fishing in the Marlborough Sounds. 
As there is already a voluntary commercial withdrawal from parts of the Marlborough 
Sounds over targeting blue cod, the recommendation is to make this voluntary agreement 
statutory. This might not necessarily mean complete withdrawal of commercial fishing in 
the Sounds, but it means that the areas which the commercial fishers do not use become 
formally closed to commercial fishing. This would reduce the amount of conflict between 
recreational fishers and commercial fishers, and would make it easier to allocate space in 




















If commercial fishers choose to withdraw from other areas and surrender their quota, then 
there could be compensation given in various forms, such as extending seasons of 
commercial fishing in other areas where there is not so much conflict. This would create a 
transfer of commercial fishing effort to other areas in New Zealand, so it is recommended 
that other methods of compensation are used such as the government buying back a certain 
percentage of the quota which is being lost. It is unfortunate that voluntary withdrawals 
and codes of practice have not worked in the Sounds, but formalising commercial 
withdrawals of fishing in the Sounds is the most practical option. 
9.4 The Future of the Marlborough Sounds 
This research was successful in identifying conflicts and issues that are evident in the 
Marlborough Sounds. It revealed opportunities and areas that could be improved in the 
management of the Sounds through the use of marine spatial planning. The main limitation 
in the conclusions is associated with the activities that occur on the land in the 
Marlborough Sounds. The impacts of land use on the marine environment are an important 
aspect that must be considered in the future management of the Sounds, and for this reason 
it is suggested that further research be undertaken on the cumulative impacts of land use 
and uses of the marine environment. 
It would also be useful to the practice of marine spatial planning as well as the 
Marlborough Sounds to research ways on enhancing relationships between authorities that 
operate under different statutory roles. If ways of working together and a greater level of 
communication can be established, then this would be a major breakthrough for marine 
planning practice. The forum idea recommended in this study, is only one of many ways in 
which better integrated management may be achieved in the Sounds, and other ways of 
improving communication between authorities should be encouraged. 
Another aspect of the study which would benefit from further research is the existing 
boundaries that are used in the Sounds. There may be ways to make the management of 
activities more effective, such as by having less boundaries with more consistent rules and 
regulations between them. This would make using the Sounds more accessible and 
convenient for users of the Sounds, and encourage compliance, which in return would 
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The future of the Marlborough Sounds will be decided by the authorities who manage the 
area. Although it is the people who use and interact around the resources in the Sounds, it 
is ultimately the authorities' role to wisely consult with these stakeholders and make 
decisions the best possible way. If authorities and users take ownership, share resources, 
and establish a long term vision for the future, then there is nothing stopping the Sounds 
from sustaining a wide variety of activities and uses whilst retaining its unique and 
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Management Agencies of New Zealand's Marine Environment 
The following agencies play a significant role in the management of the marine 
environment in New Zealand. 
Department of Conservation 
The Department of Conservation is a central government organisation and has an aim "to 
conserve New Zealand's natural and historic heritage for all to enjoy now and in the 
future" (Department of Conservation, 2009a). The Department of Conservation is 
responsible for managing protected areas and species, under the Marine Reserves, 
Wildlife, Conservation, and Marine Mammal Protection Acts (Biodiversity NZ, 2000a). 
The Department of Conservation works with regional councils on the management over 
the Coastal Marine Area (excluding fishing and fishing impacts) under the Resource 
Management Act, and also works with the Ministry of Fisheries with the implementation 
of Marine Protected Areas policy. 
Ministry of Fisheries 
The Ministry of Fisheries is a government organization who works to ensure that New 
Zealand fisheries are used in a sustainable way so that a healthy aquatic system is 
maintained (Ministry of Fisheries, 2009d). The Ministry of Fisheries is responsible for 
managing fishing, its effects, and fisheries resources under the Fisheries Act, whose 
jurisdiction extends out to 200 nautical miles to the edge of our Exclusive Economic Zone 
(EEZ). More specifically, the Ministry of Fisheries: 
Advises Government on the development of fisheries policies 
Develops laws to manage fisheries 
Administers the Quota Management System that regulates New Zealand 
commercial fishing activity 






























gives effect to the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi as they relate to fisheries. 
(Source: Ministry of Fisheries, 2009d) 
Regional Councils 
Regional Councils are responsible for managing some land use activities, many of which 
can have an effect on the marine environment through impacts such as land use discharge 
(Biodiversity NZ, 2000b ). Regional Councils are also responsible for water quality and 
share the management over the Coastal Marine Area (this includes aquaculture) with the 
Department of Conservation (Biodiversity NZ, 2000a). Regional councils operate under 
the Resource Management Act 1991. 
Ministry for the Environment 
The Ministry for the Environment is responsible for developing an Oceans Policy for New 
Zealand, which aims to ensure integrated and consistent management of the oceans within 
New Zealand's jurisdiction (Biodiversity NZ, 2000a). The Oceans Policy vision is: 
"Healthy Oceans: Wisely managed for the greatest benefit of all New Zealanders, now and 
in the future "(Ministry for the Environment, 2000). The Ministry covers all aspects of 
oceans management, and aims to create a more integrated and coordinated approach to 
marine management over time (Ministry for the Environment, 2006a). 
Biosecurity New Zealand (Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry) 
Biosecurity New Zealand is responsible for minimising the risks posed by vessels 
accidentally transporting exotic marine life into or around New Zealand waters. This is 
done under the Biosecurity Act (Biodiversity NZ, 2000a). 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade 
The Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade is responsible for international agreements to 

































Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) 
The Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) is the main piece of legislation which sets 
out how New Zealand manages its environment. Councils play the biggest role under the 
Resource Management Act in New Zealand. There are 12 regional councils, 69 city and 
district councils and 4 unitary authorities. The Resource Management Act is also used by 
the Department of Conservation and the Minister of Conservation to help manage the 
coastal environment. There are several parts of the act that relate to the marine 
environment, particularly under sections five, six, seven and eight, in part two of the Act. 
Fisheries Act 1996 
The Fisheries Act was introduced in 1996 and aims to provide for the utilisation of 
fisheries resources while ensuring sustainability. This aim includes "maintaining the 
potential of fisheries resources to meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of future 
generations" as well as "avoiding, remedying, or mitigating any adverse effects of fishing 
on the aquatic environment". The act is controlled by the Ministry of Fisheries and is 
based around utlising and conserving fisheries resources to provide for peoples social, 
economic and cultural wellbeing . 
NZ Coastal Policy Statement 
Through the Resource Management Act a coastal management regime was established 
which is based on a partnership between the Crown and the community through their 
regional and local authorities (Department of Conservation, 2009c). The existing New 
Zealand Coastal Policy Statement was issued in 1994, and is guided by the Resource 
Management Act. The New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement is prepared by the Minister 
of Conservation and the act aims to "promote the sustainable management of the natural 
and physical resources of the coastal environment, including land, foreshore, seabed and 
coastal waters from the high tide mark to the 12 nautical mile limit" (Department of 
Conservation, 2009c). In 2008 the Proposed Coastal Policy Statement 2008 was published, 












development and protection of our precious coastal environment" (Department of 
Conservation, 2008). 
New Zealand Biodiversity Strategy (NZBS) 
This is New Zealand's commitment to the Convention on Biological Diversity, a global 
focus which aims to stem the loss of biodiversity worldwide. The strategy provides various 
objectives for a range of different aspects of biodiversity (Biodiversity NZ, 2006) and the 
following are the desired outcomes for New Zealand's Coastal and Marine Biodiversity in 
2020: 
a) New Zealand's natural marine habitats and ecosystems are maintained in a healthy 
functioning state. Degraded marine habitats are recovering. A full range of marine habitats 
and ecosystems representative of New Zealand's indigenous marine biodiversity is 
protected. 
b) No human-induced extinctions of marine species within New Zealand's marme 
environment have occurred. Rare or threatened marine species are adequately protected 
from harvesting and other human threats, enabling them to recover. 
c) Marine biodiversity is appreciated, and any harvesting or marine development is done in 
an informed, controlled and ecologically sustainable manner· 
d) No new undesirable introduced species are established, and threats to indigenous 
biodiversity from established exotic organisms are being reduced and controlled 
Marine Protected Areas 
Under the government's commitment to protecting New Zealand's marine biodiversity 
there has been new approach developed called Marine Protected Areas. This policy is set 
out in the New Zealand Biodiversity Strategy, and its objective is to "Protect marine 
biodiversity by establishing a network of Marine Protected Areas that is comprehensive 
and representative of New Zealand's marine habitats and ecosystems." (Biodiversity NZ, 
2006: 9). Marine Protected Areas are areas of the marine environment which are dedicated 
to the protecting the biological diversity, habitat and ecosystem. The Ministry of Fisheries 





















policy, and implementation will be done by a number of other government agencies such 
as Maritime New Zealand, Bio-security New Zealand and the Ministry of Economic 
Development. There will also be input from local government, Tangata Whenua and other 
stakeholder groups. The Fisheries Act 1996, The Resource Management Act 1991, and 
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APPENDIXD 
Part 5.3: Protection of Water Ecosystems - Coastal Marine 
Issue 
5.3.1 - The marine ecosystem in Marlborough can be affected by a range of land and water 
based activities. It is important that the marine ecosystem remains healthy as the 
community relies on it for social, cultural and economic wellbeing. 
Objective 
5.3.2 - Coastal Marine Water Quality 
That water quality in the coastal marine area be maintained at a level which provides for 
the sustainable management of the marine ecosystem. 
5.3.10 - Coastal Marine Habitat 
The natural species diversity and integrity of marine habitats be maintained and enhanced. 
Policy 
5.3.3 - Avoid remedy or mitigate the reduction of coastal water quality by contaminants 
arising from activities occurring within the coastal marine area. 
5.3.11 - Avoid, remedy or mitigate habitat disruption arising from activities occurring 
within the coastal marine area. 
Methods 
5.3.6 
a) Use resource management plans to avoid remedy or mitigate effects from waste from 
water based activities. 
b) Undertake a targeted education programmes on ways to avoid effects of disposal of 
waste from water based activities. 
c) Support research into cumulative effects of water based activities. 
d) Advocate to the Government to develop national standards to control the adverse effects 


































a) Identify in resource management plans areas of significant marine habitat and include 
controls to protect those habitats. 
b) Advocate to the Minster of Fisheries that further research be undertaken to assist 
understanding of marine ecosystems. 
c) Advocate to the Minister of Fisheries that both commercial and recreational fishing be 
further regulated within the enclosed waters of the Marlborough Sounds. 
d) Advocate to the Minister of Fisheries that the enclosed waters of the Marlborough 
Sounds be treated as a separate area for fisheries management. 
e) Advocate to the Ministers of Fisheries and Conservation the reservation of significant or 
representative communities and habitats. 
Anticipated Environmental Results 
5.3.1.3 
Enhanced diversity and integrity of marine habitats shown by the variety of species present 



























Part 7.1: Community Wellbeing 
Issue 
7.11 
The community is made up of various groups and individuals who all undertake activities 
which use resources. Certain types or locations of activities can lead to negative effects on 
the quality of life for the people of Marlborough. 
Objective 
7 .2.1 - Provision for activities 
To enable present and future generations to provide for their wellbeing by allowing use, 
development and protection of resources provided any adverse effects are avoided, 
remedied or mitigated. 
Policy 
7.1.10 
To enable appropriate type, scale and location of activities by clustering activities with 
similar effects, ensuring activities reflect the character and communities they are in and 
locating activities in areas where adverse environment effects can be avoided. 
7.1.19 
Enable the safe and efficient operation of water transport systems within Marlborough 
consistent with the duty to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse environmental effects. 
Methods 
7.1.1.1 
Resource management plans will contain rules to control the type scale and location of 
resource related events from activities. 
7.1.2.0 
a) Enable the continuation and appropriation of passenger and freight links between the 
North and South Islands to operate through Marlborough. 
b) Enable the operation and appropriate expansion of the port of Picton as the 



























c) Enable the safe and efficient use of marinas and wharves as integral parts of the water 
transport network for the Marlborough Sounds. 
d) Enable the operation of barges to transfer freight, livestock and produce from those 
areas where no suitable land transport is available. 
Anticipated Environmental Results 
7.1.2.3 
a) Enhanced conditions with a healthy community which can function without undue 
constraints. 
b) Operation of safe and efficient land, air and marine transport systems. 
c) Growth of small settlements and enhanced local economic benefits from tourist, 

























Part 7 .2 Activities Involving Public Resources 
Issue 
7.21 
Some property rights allow the private use of public resources, which may restrict access 
to or use of those resources. The occupation of coastal marine space may effectively 
prevent other activities from occurring. 
Objective 
7.2.7 - Subdivision, use and development of the coastal environment. 
The subdivision use and development, of the coastal environment, in a sustainable way. 
Policy 
7.2.8 
Ensure the appropriate subdivision, use and development of the coastal environment. 
7.2.10 
a) Public access and recreational use will be considered when assessing all proposals for 
development of the coastal marine area . 
b) Access to or along the coastal marine area will only be restricted for reasons of public 
safety, defence purposes, security, or for matters of national importance . 
c) Developments Proposed in the coastal marine area may be allowed where they provide 
for public use/benefit. 
d) Allocation of space for aquaculture in the coastal marine area will be based on marine 
habitat sustainability, habitat protection, landscape protection, navigation and safety and 
compatibility with other adjoining activities. 
Methods 
7.2.9 
a) Resource management plans will identify criteria to indicate where subdivision, use and 
development will be appropriate. 
b) Resource management plans will contain controls to manage subdivision, use and 


























a) Define within resource management plans criteria where esplanade areas will be 
necessary to maintain and enhance public access to the coast. 
b) Show within resource management plans where public access in the coastal marine area 
will be permanently restricted. 
c) Incorporate within resource management plans objectives, policies and controls that: 
- Ensure proponents of all developments in the coastal marine area consider public 
access and recreational use 
- Consider the degree to which such developments provide for public use/benefit. 
- Restrict aquaculture from Queen Charlotte Sounds, significant habitat areas, and 
important navigational routes. 
d) Support research into defining the effects of aquaculture on the sustainability of the 
marine habitat. 
Anticipated Environmental Outcomes 
a) The community will have access to publicly owned resources shown by the allocation of 
rights to use and develop the coastal environment. 
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Measures considered for use by the Blue Cod Management Group 
Measure Sub Objectives Further Information and Considerations 
Daily Bag Limit - Recreational Harvest - Daily bag limits have been 
reduction to 2 or to allow utilization and successfully lowered in the past, 
1 rebuild however they have previously been 
lowered in absence of the annual bag 
limit takes in the Sounds, and fishing 
pressure has increased significantly in 
the past two decades. Therefore a bag 
limit cannot be successfully set 
without this quantitative information. 
- Community buy in may be hard to 
achieve 
Slot fishery - - Balance incidental - The setting of a slot fishery needs to 
Minimum and mortality and high take into account recreational fishing 
Maximum Legal grading values, otherwise it may lead to high 
Size grading and compliance issues. 
- Protect large females 
(fecundity, egg - The use of slot fisheries requires a 
viability and vitality) long term view of the fishery and the 
Redress sex ratio 
upper and lower limits need to be 
- accurate in order to assist in the natural 
imbalance. Protect rebuilding of populations. 
spawners 
Temporary 'no - To allow seriously - These are not recommended in Science 
take'closure depleted areas time to as they lead to a 'boom and bust' 
rebuild fishery where there is a rapid depletion 
of any population that is rebuild when 
the area becomes re-opened. 
Seasonal Closures - Protect Spawners - Most fishing blue cod fishing in the 
Sounds occurs from December to 
- Reduce Harvest February and does not coincide with 
the spawning season and therefore 
would not be effective for protecting 
blue cod spawning biomass. 
- Different types of closures such as 
daily closures have been used in other 
fisheries successfully in order to 
spread fishing effort. 
Permanent 'no- - Reference sites - These can be set under the Fisheries 
take' areas Act and can provide assured protection 
- Provide 'local' haven of spawning biomass 
for adult fish and 
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Harvest Bags and 











spawning population throughout the Sounds to ensure 
adequate spawning biomass protection 
and dispersal of eggs and larvae . 
Constraint harvest - Harvest tags can provide a useful tool 
Population rebuild 
for constraining catch within a 
sustainable level and providing catch 
programme information. 
Mechanism for catch 
reporting 
- Harvest tags must be used in 
Self funding conjunction with other tools to ensure 
adequate protection of local spawning 
biomass and juveniles. 
Reducing incidental - There are a variety of tools that may be 
mortality used such as hook sizes, one hook per 
line, banning scented baits and release 
tubes. 
- Unfortunately there is no current 
research in New Zealand for the 
optimum hook size and type to avoid 
catching undersize blue cod. 
Protection of habitats - There are a variety of tools that can be 
to optimise recruitment used to protect habitat using the 
and carrying capacity Marine Protected Area approach. 
- Current information on the Sounds 
shows that biogenic reef supports high 
numbers of juvenile and adult blue 
cod, so the protection of habitat may 
be very important. 
- The habitat, location and quantity to 
protect needs to be considered in 
relation to blue cod characteristics. 
- Any Outer Sounds areas that are 
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APPENDIXF 
the consideration of commercial 
fishers as these areas are shared 
fisheries. 
Catch Reporting - Management - Surveys such as on site surveys and 
Information phone surveys are a way of estimating 
recreational catch. However on site 
surveys requires a lot of resources and 
is complicated and phone surveys have 
a low response rate. 
- Harvest cards may have an effective 
role in getting recreational catch 
estimates and are best used in a 
mandatory and registration framework, 
which may be hard to implement. 






























Ministry of Fisheries poster illustrating blue cod ban in the Sounds 
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Commercial Fishing legal representative 
Department of Conservation representative 
Recreational fishing representative 
Ministry of Fisheries representative 









Marlborough District Council representative 
Pelorus Boating Club representative 
Active Mussel farmer 
Marine Farming representative 
Marlborough Sounds tourism operator 
Environmental Group representative 
Marlborough recreational fishing group representative 
Recreational fisher 
14 Pelorus Sound resident 





Eco Tourism operator 
Picton resident 
Sounds recreational user 


























































Questions for Authorities 
What is your role over the management of the Marlborough Sounds? 
What powers do you have in the management? 
How has the management changed over the years? 
What is your relationship with the MDC/DoC/MFish? 
What level of consultation is there with other authorities before decisions are made? 
Do decisions made in the sounds relate decisions made in other areas? 
Is the Marlborough Sounds treated in isolation or is it part of an overall policy? 
To what extent does your policy depend on scientific advice? 
What influence does social pressure have on the decision making process? 
What influence does political pressure have on the decision making process? E.g short 
term vs long term goals 
How successful have previous measures been and how could they be improved? 
What other steps do you think your authority could take to achieve their goals? 
What consultation takes place with interest groups ? e.g maori, rec fishers, commercial 
fishers? 
Questions for Aquaculture Representatives 
How has the changes in legislation in aquaculture affected your access to marine farming 
in the sounds? 
How does aquaculture contribute to the protection of the natural resources in the sounds? 
Are there any adverse consequences from mussel farming? E.g visual, deposits on the 
bottom, noise, ecological damage and cost. 
How long has there been mussel farming in the sounds? How has mussel farming changed 
overtime? 



























What is the economic and social benefits of mussel farming? 
How difficult is it to get access to areas for marine farming in the sounds? 
Are there still areas available for marine farming? 
Is the sounds a good place for mussel farming, how does it compare to other areas that are 
currently being opened up? 
Is marine farming compatible with other users of the sounds? E.g recreational fishing, 
recreation, transport 
Recreational Fishing groups 
How often do you meet? 
How do you work with other groups involved in the sounds e.g Soundfish? 
What relationships do you have? 
Does being a recreational fishing group give you any extra rights or opportunities in terms 
of the management or access to fisheries in the Sounds? 
How many people are in your group? 
Where did the group originate from and how to get membership? 
How do you get the consensus across the members of your group? 
What knowledge or skills does your group have for the management of the fisheries? 
What losses and damages has the group incurred as a result of management process? E.g 
cod or mussel farming, snapper limits etc 
How important is fishing in the sounds to you and your group? E.g reliance on social 
What effort has group put into the management of the Sounds, e.g through submissions. 
and have these influenced decisions made? 
Do you think you and your group have had fair access to fishing resources in the sounds? 
How compatible is recreational fishing with other stakeholders and what conflicts exist? 















Do the Sounds provide you with any economic benefit and what social benefits do you 
receive? 
Is there any conflict with other users and how do you resolve it? 
Questions for Migratory residents/recreational users of the Sounds 
How often do you visit the Sounds and for what duration on average? 
For what purpose do you visit the sounds? E.g business, boating, fishing, pleasure 
How do you access your property? 
Do you have any other property rights in the Sounds? E.g mooring, jetty, mussel farm 
Are you a member of any interest groups with regards to management of the Sounds? E.g 
Marlborough Sounds Residents Association 
What adverse effects have you suffered as a result of Sounds management processes? E.g 
increased mussel farming, council licensing, fishing restrictions 
Do you have any historical or cultural ties to the Marlborough Sounds? 
Do the Sounds provide you with any economic benefit and what social benefits do you 
receive? 
What interest do you have in the management of the Sounds? 
Is access to the resources in the sounds fair and equitable between all the users? 
e.g mussel farming, commercial fishing, recreational fishing, scalloping etc .. 
Does your use of the Sounds conflict any other uses, and if so in what way? 
What impact do your activities have on marine environment? 
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